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CURRENT TOPICS. 


One Application for registration with absolute title of land 
in the county of London has been advertised in the Zimes in 
the week ending on Thursday last, making nine advertised 
applications during the last twelve weeks. We are glad to see 
that Mr. Rusrsrern is to inquire at the forthcoming meeting 
of the Incorporated Law Society what steps the Council pro 
to undertake to secure a proper inquiry into the result of the 
trial of the system of registration of title. 





THE comING into operation of the new Companies Act has very 
quickly raised the question as to the continued utility of super- 
vision orders, having regard to the provision in favour of 
creditors contained in section 25. Hitherto the chief object 
of such an order has been to enable an application to the court 
in the winding up to be made by a creditor. Under section 
138 of the Companies Act, 1862, there is power to apply to the 
court in a voluntary winding up ‘‘to determine any question 
arising in such winding up, or to exercise, as respects the 
enforcing of calls, or in respect of any other matter, all 
or any of the powers which the court might exercise if 
the company were being wound up by the court”; but the 
power of applying for such purposes has been restricted 
to the liquidators and the contributories. By section 25 
of the Act of 1900 the power of applying under section 
138 is extended to creditors, and hence the applications by 
creditors which have hitherto only been rend possible by 
supervision order can in future be made in a volun 
winding up. Other effects of a supervision order are that it 
operates as a stay of all actions and other proceedings so that 
they cannot be proceeded with save by leave of the court 
(section 151 and 87 of the Act of 1862), and it enables the 
court to make a call. Moreover, the order is made upon such 
terms and subject to such conditions as the court thinks just 
(section 147), and the order now usually made requires the 
liquidators to furnish quarterly reports as to the of the 
winding up, and to pay no costs without taxation by the 
registrar in winding up. Im the course of 2 
for supervision orders which came before him on Wednesday, 
Wricut, J., intimated that with the enactment of section 
25 of the Act of 1900, the chief reason for 
orders Bas geen and that in future some special reason 

em would have to be shewn. ‘The staying of 
12 
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nding actions will apparently not be sufficient, since, as the 
earned judge observed, an order to stay in each case can be 
obtained at slight cost. It does not appear, however, that 
section 25 enables the court to make a call at the instance of 
a creditor, and a supervision order may still be required for this 
purpose or where there are special reasons for exercising control 
over the liquidators in respect of the realization of the assets or 
the payment of costs or otherwise. 





WE print elsewhere an important correspondence which has 
passed between Mr. C. J. Parker and the Land Registry Office 


-with respect to the preparation of plans at the office. Under 


rule 209 of the Land Transfer Rules the ordnance map, on the 
largest scale published, is to be the basis of all registered de- 
scriptions of land; and under rule 216, where the necessary plan 
cannot be prepared without a revision of the ordnance map, the 
officers of the registry are, if required by the applicant, to make 
the necessary revision. In districts where registration of 
title is compulsory, the revision is to be made without 
charge. To these provisions it is only necessary to add that 
of rule 1 to the Fee Order of 1898, which directs that the 
office fees shall “include, in districts where registration of 
title is compulsory, any surveying that may be necessary 
to enable the land to be identified on the ordnance map.” 

the correspondence referred to, the point at issue is 
whether, under these provisions, the Land Registry Office 
is bound (in districts where registration is compulsory) to 
revise the ordnance plan free of charge so as to shew the internal 
arrangement of the opps at the time when any particular 
plan is being prepared for registration, or whether it sufficiently 
discharges its duty by securing only that the external boundaries 
are correct. It will be seen that the registrar adopts the latter 
view, and that, provided the registered plan correctly shews the 
Position and boundaries of the land, he does not object to 
perpetuate by rogistration an incorrect description of the 
internal arrangement of the property. Upon the literal wording 
of the rules it is possible that in particular cases he may be 
correct. Position and boundaries may be sufficient to identify 
the property in question notwithstanding that the actual 
arrangement of the buildings upon it has been quite altered 
from that appearing on the plan. But such a perpetuation of an 
obsolete plan is highly inconvenient and is quite opposed to the 
practice of conveyancing. Even as a matter of mere identifica- 
tion, the correct delineation of the ground plan of the buildings, 
if not absolutely essential, is very helpful, and in course of 
time, owing to the alteration of the adjoining property or other 
causes, it may become of great importance. But whether 
correctness in the plan is strictly necessary for identification or 
nO, it is certain, as Mr. Paxxzr points out, that incorrectness 
will raise suspicions in the mind of a purchaser and will have to 
be explained on the occasion of every subsequent transaction. 
The seems to be quite satisfied that the incorrect plans 
which he sanctions should be assisted by such explanations, but 
this surely is very unbusinesslike. A correct plan facilitates 
conveyancing and saves expense, and it does not seem to reflect 
credit upon the Land Registry Office that it should be the first to 
introduce inaccuracy in a matter in which conveyancers hitherto 
have taken pains to be scrupulously accurate. 


[x xxcest times fow pointe of judicial difference of opinion 
have been of greater interest and importance than the ra as 
to the elasticity of the law merchant which is to be found in the 

views of Bracxevun, J., in Crouwh vy. Crédit Foneter 

(21 W. 946, L. B. 6 Q. B. 374) and of Cocxuvun, O.J., in 
v. Robarts (L. 2. 10 Ex. 337), and which formed the 
text fA Mr. Asqriru’s remarks on the Law Merchant at the 
mecting of the Managing Clerks’ Association on Wednesday 
ovesing. According to Biscxuven, J., no modern usage 
the quality of negotiability to an English 
for foreign instruments wore expressly excluded 
ae his § judgment—and it could only 
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be given 


the socient law —— But —— O4,, rebelled 
to adauit that it was ‘ mebend amnctgehs ant’ camaae od 





being expanded and enlarged so as to meet the wants and 
requirements of trade in the varying circumstances of commerce.” 
“Tt is,” he said, “neither more nor less than the usages of 
merchants and traders in the different departments of trade, 
ratified by the decisions of courts of law, which, upon such usages 
being proved before them, have adopted them as settled law 
with a view to the interests of trade and the public convenience.” 
This view of the law merchant has had powerful advocates, and 
it was adopted by Kznnepy, J., in his well-known decision in 
Bechuanaland Exploration Co. v. London Trading Bank (1898, 
2 Q. B. 658), when he admitted evidence of usage with respect to 
the negotiability of debentures to bearer, and upon such evidence 
held that they were negotiable. Butthat some eminent authorities 
still adhere to Crouch v. Crédit Foncier (see, for example, Willis 
on Negotiable Securities, p. 36), it would seem to be obvious that 
the judgment of Cocxsurn, O.J., gives the more enlightened 
and preferable theory of the law merchant, and the only theory 
which can keep the law merchant abreast of the actual develop- 
ments of commerce. The judgment of Biacksury, J., was, on 
the other hand, to use Mr. Asquiru’s term, reactionary, and he 
classed it with other cases in which judges have stuck to anti- 
quated ideas of law and have disregarded the actual usages of 
the time and the intentions of the parties. For asignal instance 
of this he referred to the doctrine of the invalidity of contracts 
as being in restraint of trade. Judges have started with their own 
innate notions of public policy, and have, in-the supposed 
interest of people generally, undone contracts which the parties, 
who knew their own business best, had made for themselves. 
In such matters, however, the tendency now is in the right 
direction, and Mr. Asquiru was able to leave his hearers with 
the pleasing impression that in the hands of our present-day 
judges the rational and businesslike development of the law is 
assured, Let us hope that this confidence will prove well- 


placed. 





Questions under the Factory Acts have arisen in two recent 
cases. In one it was alleged that some boys were illegally 
employed overtime in a brewery the property of a limited 
company, and that employees of the company, on the approach 
of the inspector, had got the boys away and concealed them and 
prevented the inspector from identifying them. The company, 
accordingly, was proceeded against, under section 68 of the 
Factory Act, 1878, for obstructing the inspector in the execution 
of his duty, and was convicted and fined. The company appealed, 
and the preliminary point was taken that where the obstruction 
is committed by servants of a company contrary to their instruc- 
tions, the corporation, which can have no guilty mind, is not liable, 
and the servants alone are liable to conviction, This point was 
not decided by the court, who heard the appeal on its merits 
and quashed the conviction. It is submitted, however, that the 
point was not good. The section is directed against “‘ every 
person who wilfully delays an inspector” in the exercise of his 
powers, and provides that ‘“ where an inspector is so obstructed 
in a factory or workshop the occupier of that factory or workshop 
shall be liable” to a fine. There is nothing in the Act to shew 
that the occupier is liable only where he is a party or privy to 
the obstruction. It seems, therefore, to be one of those cases in 
which, contrary to the general law, a master may be liable for 
the criminal act of his servant. The exceptions to the 
general law are all founded on the necessity of protecting 
the public, or some section of the public, from some- 
thing that is a danger to public order or to health. 
Thus a perfectly innocent master is liable for the act of his 
servant who sells adulterated food: Parker vy. Alder (47 W. BR. 
142; 1899, 1 Q. B, 20); and @ licensed victualler is liable for 
the act of his servant who sells liquor toa drunken man, even 
although the master is absent and the servant is acting in direct 
disobedience to his instructions : Commissioners of Police vy, Cart- 
man (43 W. Rt. 637 ; 1896, 1 Q, B, 665), The liability of the 
occupier of a factory for the obstruction of an inspector seems to 
depend on the same principles as are laid dows in these 
canes. Doow it, then, matter that the “occupier” of the 
factory is & oration and not an individual? It is 
submitted that it makes no difference. It is a general 
rule of law that in o statute “person” includes ‘' corpora- 
tion,” unless there is something in the statute shewing 4 
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contrary intention. With regard to offences, there is a 
provision to this effect contained in section 2 of the Interpre- 
tation Act, 1889. A contrary intention will be inferred where 
mens rea is of the essence of the offence, as a corporation cannot 
havea mind. But where, as in the cases referred to, a guilty 
intention and knowledge is immaterial, there can probably be no 
intention expressed in the statute contrary to the rule that words 
applying toa person include a corporation. The other case above 
mentioned was the prosecution of a sweet manufacturing company 
for illegally employing a young woman overtime. She had been 
employed in packing sweets in ornamental boxes ready for sale. 
It was argued in defence that the defendants were not liable under 
section 93 of the Factory Act, 1878, as the woman was neither 
engaged in “ making ”’ any article, nor in “‘ altering, repairing, 
ornamenting, or finishing” any article, nor in “ the adapting 
for sale” of any article. The magistrate, however, would not 
recognize the existence of the suggested loophole, and very 
properly convicted. Sweets are very commonly sold in 
ornamental packages. It is the box full of sweets, forming 
together one article, that is bought. It seems clear, therefore, 
that the filling of these boxes with the sweets is “adapting the 
article for sale,” and itis hard to believe that the defendants 
“y — to persuade the High Court to take a different view 
of the law. 





Mr. Justice Farweit has, says a learned correspondent, 
recently given a decision of some practical importance in Hunt 
v. Luck (49 W. R. 155; 1901, 1 Ch. 45). The case there alleged 
was that the plaintiff’s husband, Hunt, was the owner of twenty- 
seven freehold cottages at Wimbledon, twenty-five of which were 
let on weekly and two on yearly tenancies. In 1896 he conveyed 
the whole of the cottages to Gitsert in consideration of £12,000, 
and the receipt of that sum was acknowledged in the deed of 
conveyance. He continued, however, to receive the rents up 
to the time of his death in June, 1898, and the plain- 
tiff had received them since. At the time of the con- 
veyance Hunt was an old man in feeble health, but it 
was found as a fact that he was not insane, and was capable of 
managing his affairs. There was no evidence, however, that 
the £12,000 had ever been in fact paid, and for the argument 
of the present point it was assumed that it had not. After the 
conveyance GILBERT mortgaged the property, and on behalf of 
the mortgagees inquiry seems to have been made of the tenants 
ag to the person to whom they paid their rents. The answer was 
that they paid them to Wooprow, who was a house agent at 
Wimbledon, but no further inquiry was made as to the person 
on whose behalf the rents were collected. GruperT died in 
September, 1898, and the defendant Luck was his executrix 
and residuary devisee. The action was brought by the 
plaintiff as Hunt's administratrix to have the m 
set aside, upon the ground (inter alia) that, notwith- 
Standing the apparent sale, the beneficial title at the time of 
the mortgage was in Hunt, and that the mortgagees had con- 
structive notice of this. They knew, it was said, that the 
tenants paid rent to an agent, and this should have put them on 
inquiry as to the person by whom the rents were beneficially 
received. But Mr. Justice Farwett, without calling upon 
counsel for the mortgagees, held that this was not so, saying 
that the law was laid down in Barnhart v. Greenshields 
(1853, 9 Moo. P. ©, 18), to the effect that notice of a 
tenancy was merely notice of the tenant’s rights and not 
of his lessor’s title, and that this rule was not extended 
by Knight v. Bowyer (1857, 23 Beav. 609; on ap 2 
De G. & J. 421, 1858); and that the decision of Sir Groner 
Jessen in Mumford v. Stohwasser (1874, L. R. 18 Eq. 556), 
could not stand because the aforesaid cases were not cited to him. 
It is clear that a good deal may be said on both sides of this 
question, both on the score of legal autherity and of practical 
convenience, In Alumford v. Stohwasser a builder, holding an 
ordinary building agreoment, had sold one house before he pro- 
cured the lease of it, and had afterwards obtained the lease and 
mortgaged it, there being a tenant of the purchaser in ocoupa- 
tion of the house at the time of tho mortgage. The title of the 
yr mead was held to prevail over that of the mor . 

Guonox Juasut said of the mortgagee (p. 562) “It was 

his duty upon taking the assignment to inquire of the 


tenant of whom he held.” In Knight v. Bowyer a purchaser had 
notice that the rents of the property were collected by a person 
who was in fact a receiver acting for a number of annuitants— 
he was held to have notice of all the annuities. Lord Justice 
TurvER, affirming Romy, M.R., said: “‘ I do not see upon what 
principle it can be held that inquiry must be made of an occupying 
tenant but that if a stranger be found in the enjoyment of the 
estate, no inquiry need be made of him.” He added that he con- 
sidered that Barnhart v. Greenshields did not affect the case before 
him. Lord Justice Knicur Bruce stated that he felt some doubts 
upon this point and upon other points which arose in the case ; 
but as one Lord Justice approved of the decision below, it was 
affirmed. 





In THE MATTER of practical convenience, continues our 
correspondent, we have the fact that inquiries are a safe- 
guard against fraud, but at the same time they involve trouble, 
and the law is almost silent as to the duty of answering 
them. We fancy that most practitioners do not think it worth 
while to make any inquiries of tenants, but in some cases we 
know that they are made. When a mortgage is in preparation, the 
mortgagor is doubtless often anxious to conceal the fact that he 
is borrowing money ; but that is a sentiment which the law is 
bound to disregard, and it is wise for the mortgagee to dis- 
regard it also. Inquiries are more necessary in the case of a 
mortgage than of a purchase, because in the latter case the vendor 
on completion will be bound to furnish the purchaser with orders 
directing the tenants to pay their rents to him, and the pur- 
chaser will at once serve these notices on the tenants, and if the 
vendor has committed any fraud it will be discovered imme- 
diately. Incase of a mortgage, however, the mortgagee may 
not require to take possession until after a long heer pe that 
it is ible for a mortgagor to perpetrate a fraud and escape 
at 4 age before it is discovered. On a sale of ground- 
rents the occupiers would ordinarily be tenants of the lessee 
or some underlessee, and not tenants of the vendor, and 
in that case it is evident that different considerations 
apply. But when a vendor or mortgagor shews a title under 
which he would naturally be receiving the rack-rent of the 
property, there does not appear to be much hardship on any- 
one in requiring the tenants to answer inquiries in order to 
enable their landlord to sell his property or raise money upon it, 
or in requiring the landlord to authorize and request them to 
do so. The inquiries which a purchaser or mortgagee 
would wish to make would ordinarily be two—namely, (1) 
whether the tenant would a the validity of an order 
signed by the soi-disant landlord as entitling the ee to 
receive the future rents, and (2) bay nae a er any 
claim in respect of the y is rights as tenant 
upon the ame stated Gite same landlord. It is clearly 
settled that if a purchaser or mortgagee omits to make the latter 
inquiry, he takes subject to all the ts of the occupier; and 
it does not appear to be a very heavy burden to cast upon him 
to require him to make the former inquiry also. 








PROCEDURE IN PATENT ACTIONS. 


Srr Epwarn Fry, when on the bench, once spoke of patent 
actions as “stricken with the curse of ayes, Mr. Joux 
Ovruxr, Q.0., in the last of his recent lectures on t Law at 
King’s College, cited this dictum of Sir Eowarp Fay and said 
that in his opinion it might be said that patent actions were 
stricken with the curse of costliness as well as that of prolixity, 
although he added that the a time occupied in the trial 
of patent actions now was a deal less than it was a few 
years ago. The result is that there is an increasing reluctance 
in the commercial world to commence or defend patent actions, 
and this state of things, as Mr. Cvruxn remarked, is most urnie- 
sirable in the interests of patentees, in the interests of the public, 
and in the interests of the profession. But while it is eaay 
enough to indicate the e it is by no means easy to 
prescribe the remedy. with actions for 





infringement, 
which are the most t of patent actions, Mr. Joux 
OCurien made three which we propose now to consider, 
In the firet place he drew attention to the fact that the 28th 
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section of the Patent Act, 1883, is practically a dead letter. This 
section provides, in effect, that on the trial of a patent action the 
court may, if it thinks fit, and must on the request of either of 
the parties, call in the aid of an assessor specially qualified, and 
try and hear the case wholly or partially with his assistance. 
His suggestion was that if the provisions of this section were 
resorted to in complicated patent cases, the result would be a 
great diminution in the length of time occupied by the trial. 
Seeing that the system of assessors works satisfactorily in 
Admiralty cases, it may be (although we are aware that there 
is a divergence of opinion on this point) that it would work 
equally well in patent cases, and it appears to us that it is at 
any rate worth trying. 

The next suggestion had reference to the Particulars of 
Objections. As is well known the Particulars of Objections 
under the present system include, or ought to include, every 
possible objection to the validity of the plaintiff's patent which 
is within the knowledge of the defendant or his advisors. This 
is because leave to amend the Particulars can, as an almost 
invariable rule, only be obtained upon terms so favourable to 
the plaintiff and so unfavourable to the defendant that it is only 
where an Objection of the very greatest strength is subse- 
quently discovered that the defendant is ever advised to apply 
to amend. The result is, that the defendant puts into his 
Particulars a number of Objections, on which, in all probability, 
he does not rely, and never intends to rely at the trial. But 
the plaintiff has to investigate and be prepared to meet at 
the trial everything contained in the Particulars, and there- 
fore has to waste a great deal of time and expense in 
investigating matters which are never even referred to at the 
trial. This materially adds to the costs of an action in many 
ways. If the defendant, while delivering his defence in 
the usual way, was enabled to postpone the delivery of 
his Particulars of Objections until such a reasonable 
period before the trial as would enable him to state, and 
the plaintiff to know and be prepared to meet, the exact 
Objections which it is intended to rely upon, the whole or 
a greater portion of the unnecessary expense to which we have 
alluded would be saved, and in such a case the court would be 
justified in being more severe than at present in refusing to a 
successful defendant a certificate as to the reasonableness of 
such of his Objections as he has not in fact attempted to 


e. 

But the most important of Mr. Joun Curizr’s suggestions 
was this. In almost all cases in which the validity of a patent 
is in issue, it is necessary for the court to know what was the 
state of public knowledge, in the particular art or trade, at the 
date of the patent, and this has to be proved by evidence except 
in so far as it is occasionally referred to in the specification. 
The evidence on this point often takes up a considerable time 
at the trial. Get rid of the necessity of giving such evidence 
and you would save a great deal of time and expense. How 
to get rid of it is the problem. According to Mr. Ourzzr, there 
are two ways—one which he thinks almost impracticable, and 
the other more or lees practicable. The first way would be to 

the parties to agree before the trial to a statement of 
facts as to the state of public knowledge; but of course 
it is very difficult, if not impossible, to get parties, who 
are so far at arm’s length as they are in patent cases, 
to agree to anything before coming into court. So that, 
however desirable prior agreements as to the state of 
public knowledge may be, we do not think there is much chance 
of their ever coming into general use, although obviously 
it would be a good thing if they did. The other method 
suggested by Me. Cutter is to resort to Ord. 32, r. 4, and 
for the party who is interested in proving the state of public 
knowledge to give a notice to his opponent to admit under 
that rule. Now, a notice to admit might either be a notice 
to admit that the state of public knowledge at the date 
of the patent was in fact so-and-so, or a notice to admit 
as facts certain specific items of public knowledge, and thus 
to reduce into a very small compass the facts as to public 
knowledge which will have to be proved by evidence at 
the trial. It may well be that a general notice to admit 
of the kind specified above would very seldom result in the 
required admission, and we anticipate that, at the present time 





at all events, the tendency of the court would be to certify that 
the refusal to give such an admission was reasonable, but it 
does seem that in a very large number of cases a notice to 
admit certain specific items of public knowledge would generally 
result in the required admissions, as the probability would be 
that the judge would consider a refusal to admit them un- 
reasonable. 

To illustrate what is meant—supposing a patented invention 
to consist in an improvement of an existing machine by adding 
thereto a certain combination of mechanism, the defendant 
would probably challenge the validity of the patent on two 
grounds—one, that the combination as a whole was old; 
and secondly, that all the elements of the combination were old, 
and there was no patentable ingenuity in combining them for 
the patentee’s purposes. In such a case the plaintiff might be 
served with a notice to admit that the whole combination was 
old—i.¢., was a matter of public knowledge of the date of the 
patent ; and he might also be served with a notice to admit that 
each of the elements of mechanism making up the combination 
were old—.¢., were matters of public knowledge at the date of 
the patent. The first notice might or might not be complied 
with, but the second notice would probably be, as in the great 
majority of cases it would be unreasonable not to admit the 
facts as to all, or at all events some, of the elements of 
mechanism making up the combination ; this would result in 
rendering unnecessary a good deal of evidence which otherwise 
would have to be adduced at the trial. 

In order, however, to enable this system of admissions 
to be resorted to in patent cases, Mr. Currer thinks that 
an alteration in the rules is necessary, and what he suggests 
is that in patent actions the length of notice of trial should 
be six weeks instead of ten days, as at present, and that 
the period for giving notice to admit in patent cases should 
be seven days from the date of the notice of trial instead 
of not later than nine days before the day for which notice 
of trial is given, as at present. The existing rules apparently 
give a plaintiff, who is so minded, the opportunity of jockey- 
ing a defendant out of the opportunity of giving notice 
to admit, because it is seldom that a notice to admit can 
be satisfactorily given until the pleadings are closed, and there 
is nothing to prevent a plaintiff from giving a ten days’ notice 
of trial with his reply, the result of which would be that the 
defendant would only have one day in which to decide what 
notice to admit to give and to give it. 

There are two other things, not apparently mentioned by Mr. 
Curter in his lectures, which appear to us to contribute un- 
necessarily to increase the cost and duration of patent actions. 
One is the system of giving fancy fees to counsel and experts. 
If the fees in patent actions were reduced to the normal level, 
we think the time such actions take to try would be reduced to 
the normal length. The other contributing cause to which we 
refer is the habit which is occasionally indulged in of deliver- 
ing a species of lecture in patent cases, especially in opening 
them, instead of simply arguing the case. The only excuse 
that can be alleged for such a proceeding is that it is sometimes 
difficult to make the judge understand the details of the case. 
Such an excuse, which is not very complimentary to the bench, 
could not be urged where the judge was sitting with a specially 
qualified assessor. 








On Monday Lord Justice Vaughan Williams was unable to sit in Court 
of Appeal No. 2 as announced, and Lords Justices Rigby and Stirling, 
after disposing of an appeal from Mr. Justice Farwell, were unable to 
proceed with the remaining cases in the list, those cases being final appeals 
and the parties being unwilling that they should be heard by two judges 
only ; and the court rose soon after half-past twelve. 


At the Bow-street police-court on Tuesday, William John Roberts, Alfred 
John Wyatt, both clerks, and Alfred John Ohilds, a surveyor, were charged 
on remand with commuting to obtain money from solicitors. It was 
alleged that the accu obtained a sum of £30 from Mr. Samuel Horace 
Candler, solicitor, of Essex-street, Strand, and £50 from Mr. Charles 
Edward Lacey, solicitor, of King’s Bench-walk, Temple, on the alleged 
misrepresentation that one of them had purchased some property and 
wanted a loan to complete the deposit. They were also charged with 
obtaining £50 from Mr. John Ascott Bartrum, solicitor, of 9, Old Jewry- 
chambers, apon a similar go one esentation. Evidence was given 
by other solicitors as to the yatt and Roberts making unsuccess- 
ful attempts to obtain loans from them on similar representations. The 
accused were remanded in custody. 
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INJURY BY VIBRATION. 


Tue annoyance and injury stated to be caused to the occupiers 
of the houses upon the route of the Central London Railway by 
the vibration from the trains passing along the line is receiving 
much attention; and as many other similar railways are in 
contemplation, the subject is one which is of great interest to a 
large number of persons. Therearea great many cases reported 
in which the House of Lords and the Court of Appeal have 
considered the rights of persons whose lands are “ injuriously 
affected’ by the construction aud use of railways, and from them 
some important rules may be deduced. 

In Brand v. The Hammersmith Railway Co, (18 W.R. 12, 
L. R. 4 H. L. 171) no land had been taken from the claimant, 

but she had claimed compensation for the injury done to her 
land by the construction of the railway and also by vibration 
from the use of the railway after construction. As to the first 
head of claim there was no dispute; but the company refused 
to pay the sum awarded by a jury to the owner of the land as 
compensation under the second head. The question of the 
liability of the company then came before the courts and 
produced an extraordinary amount of disagreement amongst 
the judges, In the end, the House of Lords came to a 
decision contrary to the opinion of the majority of the 
judges who pronounced upon the case. None the less that 
decision is binding until Parliament alters the law, and it 
may be thus summed up—that wherever a person’s land is 
injuriously affected by the construction of a railway, he has 
a right to compensation, but that where an owner has had 
no land taken by the company, no compensation is payable 
to him for damage done to his land or houses by the 
proper use of the railway. The well-known case of Vaughan v. 
The Taff Vale Railway Co, (8 W. R. 594) establishes the principle 
that no action for damages can succeed for injury caused to 
property by the proper use of a railway under its statutory 
owers. There is, of course, always a remedy by action for the 
improper use of the railway, and. for any injury caused by the 
use of the railway which could be avoided by care or by the use 
of proper appliances or expedients. In such cases, that is, 
where a right of action exists, the compensation clauses of the 
Lands Clauses Act and of the Railways Clauses Act have no 
application. 

Next, the case must be considered where some land is taken 
from a person, and other land, held with the land taken and 
retained by that person, is injured by the use of a railway after 
its construction. What are this person’s rights? This question 
was answered by the House of Lords in Cowper Essex v. The 
Local Board for Acton (38 W. R, 209, 14 A. C. 153). The case 
was not a railway case, but it seems to be directly in point. 
The respondents had given notice to treat for the purchase 
of portions of an estate of the appellants’ which was laid 
out for building. The land taken was required for sewage 
works, and the appellants’ claim for compensation was tried by 
a jury before the under-sheriff of Middlesex. Evidence was 
given that the existence of sewage works depreciated the value 
of adjoining land for building purposes ; and on this head of 
claim the jury awarded the appellant a considerable sum as 


reason of the working of the railway in its immediate proximity, 
and that the property was therefore i in value by 
the use of the railway. It was held the claimant was 
entitled to this compensation. It seems clear, therefore, that 
where part of a person’s land is taken by a railway company, 
and the remaining part, or a house thereon, is depreciated in 
value by the vibration caused by the trains passing over the 
part taken, such depreciation is the subject of compensation, 
even although the vibration is quite unavoidable. 

It is a well-established presumption of law that the owner of 
land adjoining a highway is the owner of the soil up to the 
middle line of the road, And although the highway be a 
street, and by statute such street vests in a local authority, it 
only vests as a street, and the local authority has no freehold in 
the minerals or subsoil, such freehold ogg | in the owner 
of the adjoining land: see Coverdale v. Chariton (4 Q. B. D. 
104). Hence a railway company has no right to tunnel under 
a street without compensating the freeholders on each side, 
unless Parliament expressly gives that right with a view 
to the benefit of the public, and with regard to the fact that 
the minerals are, as a rule, absolutely valueless to the owner. 
Therefore, it seems plain that a company which makes a railway 
in tunnel under a street does in fact take land for the p 
of the works which is the property of the owners of the 
fronting on to the street. Now, assuming in general that a 
company which takes part of a person’s land to construct a 
railway, and depreciates the value of the rest of the land by the 
injury caused to the premises by the vibration from passing 
trains, is bound to make compensation for such depreciation, the 
question arises whether (apart from the express provisions of 
any special Act) it makes any difference to the owner’s rights 
that the company is not bound to pay anything for the land taken. 
It is submitted that it makes no difference. Section 6 of the 
Railway Clauses Act, 1845, provides that the company “shall 
make to the owners and occupiers of, andall other partiesinterested 
in, any lands taken or used for the purposes of the railway, or 
injuriously affected by the construction thereof, full compensa- 
tion for the value of the lands so taken or used, and for all 
damage sustained by such owners, occupiers, and other persons 
by reason of the exercise as regards such lands of the powers 
vested in the company.” In the case of Brand v. The Hammersmith 
Railway Co, the claimant was not allowed to recover compensation 
for the injury by vibration under this section because no land 
was taken or used. In the case under consideration, however, 
land is taken, and it is clear that the company must in general 
make compensation, not only for the value of such land, 
but also (and independently) for all damage sustained by the 
owner by reason of the exercise as regards such lands of the 
powers ofthe company. If, then, a special Act allows thecompany 
to take land without ——- but does not deprive the 
owner of the land taken of his right to be compensated for other 
damage sustained, it appears that the company must pay 
compensation for such damage although it need not pay for the 
land. It is submitted that the damage sustained by vibration 
comes within the section. It is damage sustained by the owner 
of lands taken ; and it arises from the exercise, as regards those 
lands, of the powers of the company—+.¢., from the company 





compensation for the depreciation in value of the land retained 
by him. The House of Lords decided that he was entitled to 
this compensation. In the words of Lord Hatssury, L.C., 
“ Where part ofa proprietor’s land is taken from him, and the 
future use of the part so taken may damage the remainder of the 
proprietor’s land, then such damage may be an injurious affecting 
of the proprietor’s other lands, though it would not be an 
injurious affecting of the land of neighbouring proprietors from 
whom nothing had been taken for the purpose of the intended 
works,” In this case the House of Lords expressly approved 
of a decision of Oxompron, J., in Leigh v. The Stockport, Tism- 


running trains over the land en. Hence the owners of 
nenas cae upon a highway along the line of which an 
underground railway runs are, it is submitted, entitled to 
compensation for any depreciation in the value of the houses 
arising from the vibration of the trains, unless they are 
deprived of this right by some special Act of Parliament. 2 

t does not follow, however, that a lessee of any such house is 
entitled to Any compensation. The freeholder's interest in the 
subsoil of the road may not be, and probably is not ordinarily 
included in the lease, and the lessee, having no interest in such 
subsoil, does not seem to have any right to compensation. It is 
also clear that an owner whose house does not abut on the road, 











perley, and Altrincham Railway Co.(12 W. R. 762), There the 
railway company took part of the premises of the owner of a 
cotton-mill ; and in addition to other items of claim, asheriff’s jury 
awarded a sum by way of compensation for the decrease in value 
of the cotton-mill due to increased liability to injury 
from fire from the passing of trains along the line. It 


and none of whose land is taken, has no claim to compensation 
for the injury he suffers from the vibration of the trains. 

If, however, the vibration is avoidable, anyone injured may 
have a right to recover damages in an action of tort, It is 
impossible to deal here with the engineering question whether 
or not the vibration can be avoided. It is plain, however, from 





was proved in evidence that a much higher rate of in- 
surance against fire had to be. paid in respect of the mill by 


Vaughan vy, The Taff Vale Co, that a railway company is bound 
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to use all possible precautions consistent with the working of 
the line to avoid injuring the property of persons in the 
neighbourhood of the railway. If, therefore, persons injured 
by vibration can prove that the railway can be properly worked 
without causing vibration, or without causing it to such an 
extent as is caused, such persons have a right of action for 
en To undertake to prove this, however, would 
probably be found a very heavy burden. 
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WITH THE SCALES OF COSTS AND TABLES OF FEES IN USE IN 
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The contents of this volume, which is now the standard collection 
of precedents of bills of cost, are fully stated on the title-page. They 
include the costs of proceedings in all the various courts, as well as 
conveyancing costs. Some changes have been necessitated in the 
present edition in consequence of the introduction of the compulsory 
summons for directions, and the forms now include the items appro- 
priate to this procedure. Among the additions which have been made 
to the book are the Light Railway Rules of 1896 and 1898, and a 
precedent of the claimant’s costs in an arbitration under the Light 
Railways Act, 1896, has been introduced. But we do not notice the 
order of August last under the Sheriffs Act, 1887, as to sheriffs’ fees 
for inquiries under the Lands Clauses Act, 1845. Possibly the book 
was then too far advanced for this to be included. The chapter 
on Conveyancing Costs gives the rules and scales under the 
Remuneration Order, with specimen tables of scale charges, and there 
are precedents of conveyancing charges and bills of costs in cases 
where the scale fees are not applicable. These are followed by the 
Land Transfer Rules relating to costs, but the printing of Part II. 
of the second schedule (Solicitors’ Remuneration) in front of Part I. 
is ing. Anew chapter has been added containing the more 
important sections of the Solicitors Acts, with remarks on the 
taxation of costs between solicitors and their clients. The portion 
of the book dealing with county court costs is prepared by Mr. 
T. Kemmis Bros, registrar of the Southwark County Court, and the 
work generally has been supervised by Master Johnson, the editor’s 
father. Mr. H. M. Johnson is fortunate in being able to secure 
assistance of so much practical value. The work forms a convenient 
and complete guide for preparing costs both in litigious and other 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 


PLANS UPON LAND CERTIFICATES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I enclose you copy of correspondence which has passed 
between myself and the Land Registry, relative to a plan placed 
on a land certificate, which was not in accordance with the actual 
state of the property. 

It will be seen that in the correspondence are enunciated two 
rules : 

(1) That however inaccurate the ordnance survey map, the person 
registering must put up witb it as being the plan upon the land 
certificate, unless he is prepared to pay the expense of a further special 
survey. 

(2)’ That in interpreting rule 1 of the Fee Order, the Land 
Registry officials consider that the expression ‘‘ necessary surveying ” 
does not extend to anything more than is required to correctly 
delineate the external boundaries of the property. 

It will be seen that the registrar in the last paragraph of his letter 
of the 10th of January thinks that if inquiry should be made by 
subsequent purchasers it will be only necessary to give a verbal or 
written explanation of the facts with regard to the buildings. 

This may satisfy a purchaser, but it will have to be done every 
time the property changes hands; when, by putting the correct plan 
upon ” land certificate now, no explanation would be asked for or 
require 

> the points raised must be of interest to your readers, perhaps 
you may find space to publish the correspondence, 

A. J. PARKER. 

Monument-square Chambers, 

Monument-equare, E.C., Jan. 14. 


The following is the correspondence referred to in the above 

letter : 
Monument-square Chambers, Monument-square, 
London, E.O., 4th January, 1901. 
The Registrar, Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
Tirte No. 33,370. 

Sir,—For the second time within one week, I have to complain of the 
plan which has been placed upon a land certificate, and there is no 
excuse whatever for the error, as when my clerk handed in the papers for 
registration he pointed out the difference between the plan on the convey- 
ance and the plan as it appeared at the Land Registry, and stated that 
the latter was wrong. 

The official said that a surveyor should be sent down, but nothing 
apparently has been done, and the plan on the land certificate is similar 
to the erroneous one which was produced to my clerk. 

I enclose you a rough sketch shewing the plan on the conveyance, 
which is accurate, and the plan on the land certificate, which is 
inaccurate. 

I can well understand that a mistake might be made in dealing 
with so many plans and titles, but there seems to be no excuse for such 
a mistake when attention is specially drawn to it, and I shall be glad of 
some explanation, and also that you are prepared to make the necessary 
corrections.— Yours truly, O. J. Parker. 

[The authorities denied that there was an error in the firet case, but 


they sent a surveyor to the premises, and then amended the plan to- 


oblige me.—O. J. P.] . 


The following answer was sent on the 8th of January in a postcript to a 
letter dealing with another title: 


With reference to your letter of the 4th as to Title No. 33,370 I have 
inquired from the official who took the application in the receiving room. 
He states positively that he made no promise that a surveyor should go to 
the ground, and that the only question arising in the case was as to the 
external boundaries. 

This was satisfactorily explained on reference to a more recent revision 
which we have in the office, and which is being drawn upon the large 
sheets shown to the public as gy 4 as possible. 

Your complaint sitar , that the ordnance survey shews some of 
the interior 1 different from what it now is, but it is not necessary for 
purposes of registration to revise all internal detail so long as the outside 
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boundaries of the plot registered are correct as to measurement and 
sition. 

P'ghould any further detail be required, it can be added at the ts te 

expense, . F.B, 


Monument-square Chambers, Monument-square, 
London, E.C., 9th January, 1901. 
OC. F. Brickdale, Esq., Registrar, Land Registry. 
Trrtz No. 33,370. 

Sir,—I am in receipt of your postecript to the letter of the 8th inst. 
with reference to this matter. 

I regret that there should be any difference between the receiving 
official and my clerk as to what took place. 

The plan on the deed shews the property as it is, and my clerk asserts 
that he mentioned this fact and drew attention to the difference between 
that and the plan which was produced at the Land Registry. 

I must disagree with your view that it is not necessary that the plan on 
the land certificate should be strictly accurate in all its particulars. With 
great respect, I venture to think that such accuracy is of the first import- 
ance. The idea of registration is to simplify and cheapen the transfer of 
land. Whether it does so may well be open to doubt, but certainly 
nothing should be knowingly done which is calculated to increase the 


costs. 

The effect of having a different plan on the land certificate to that on 
the conveyance, the latter being the accurate one, and the former being 
the inaccurate one, will be, on a sale of the property, to cause requisi- 
tions to be made and a declaration required as to identity, which would 
be quite unnecessary were the plans to agree. Moreover, in registering 
with a possessory title, the idea is apparently to make a new departure, so 
that after a lapse of years nothing but the register will be looked at, and 
surely therefore, as above stated, it is of the first importance that on the 
first plan on the register the details with regard to the ground plan of the 
buildings should be accurate. 

1t must be borne in mind that with respect to the house in question 
there are no numbers in the road, and importance of outline on the plan is 
the more necessary. 

With regard to the plan on the land certificate, it is a little difficult to 
understand how, seeing that it purports to be revised, there could bea 
mistake. 

The easternmost house of the two was built long before 1894-96, when 
the property was surveyed. 

In 1897 it was altered and a bakehouse put at the rear, and an 
additional building erected at the bottom of the garden, and after this the 
westernmost house was built. 

As your surveyors had, on the plan which was at the Registry, surveyed 
the westernmost house, they must therefore have seen the easternmost 
house after it had been altered, and it seems, therefore, an omission on 
their part that they did not alter (or, as it is put, revise) the ordnance 
survey in respect of that house. 

With reference to the last paragraph, I would say that I do not want 
apy more detail than that which is on the plan, but what I want is, that 
that which is on the plan should be accurate, and the expense of doing 
this cannot be thrown upon the one who registers, as rule | provides that 
the fees in districts where registration of title is compulsory cover the 
necessary surveying. 

I return the land certificate, and shall be glad to have the matter put 
right.— Yours truly, C. J. Parker. 


Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 
10th January, 1901. 
Tritztz No. 33,370. 

Dear Sir,—I beg to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of yesterday 
with regard to this matter, and have considered the statement which it 
contains in reference to the history of the property since the revision of 
the ordnance map ; but I am afraid, after giving the fullest weight to what 
ycu urge, that it will be impossible for me to alter the rule that we have 
observed up to the present in dealing with a large number of similar cases 
or to ineert the alteration of detail which has taken place with regard to 
the buildings. 

In interpreting rule 1 of the Fee Order we have considered that the 
expression ‘‘ necessary surveying ’’ does not extend to anything more than 
is required to correctly delineate the external boundaries of property. 

I think you will easily see that the question is of some importance to the 
department, as the same rule would have to be applied to all cases, and 
in large country properties an immense amount of useless alterations of 
the map would have to be made on registration, and again whenever 
alterations were made in the buildings or fences in any part of the 
property. 

I trust that the explanation may be satisfactory to you, and return 
the land certificate, as I cannot hold out any hope of being able to 
accede to your request. 

I hardly think that on future dealings with the property avy difficulty 
is likely to arise, or that if inquiry should be made it will be necessary 
todo anything more than give a verbal or written explanation of the 
facts with regard to the buildings, which everybody must know to bea 
reasonable and likely one. 

The land certificate contains the name of the property, and there is a 
plan which correctly shews the position and boundaries of the land, and I 
think that the two together render any doubt as to identity impossible.— 
Yours faithfully, C, I’. Baicxpatr. 

0. J, Parker, Monument-square Chambers, 

Monument-square, E.0. 


Monument-tquare Chambers, Monument-square, 
London, E.C., 14th January, 1901. 

C. F. Brickdale, Esq., istrar, Land istry, 

~" 34, clnonie hea fields. 
Trrtz No. 33,370. 

Sir,—I have to acknowledge receipt of your letter of the 10th inst., and 
much regret the decision therein contained, which must have the effect of 
promoting inaccuracy, which, whatever may be the system of conveyancing 
in vogue, is very much to be deprecated. 

For this reason Iam unable to concurin the third paragraph of your 
letter in which you refer to correction of plans as involving an immense 
amount of useless alterations. 

As the points raised are of widespread importance, and deal with matters 
of great public interest, I propose to send the correspondence between us 
to the press.— Yours faithfully, CO. J. Parker. 


[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
UPPERTON v. RIDLEY AND ANOTHER. No. 1. 15th Jan. 


Potice—Penston—“ ANNUAL Pay ’—Spercran ALLowaNce—Po.ice Act, 
1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 45), s. 1; Scnepute L., Parts 1, 3. 


Appeal from a decision of a Divisional Court (Channell and Bucknill, 
JJ.) on a case stated by the London Quarter Sessions (reported 48 
W. R. 494; 1900, 1 Q. B. 680). The appellant, Upperton (a constable of 
the metropolitan police), appealed to quarter sessions against the decision 
of the police authority (the Secretary of State for the Home Department) 
refusing to reconsider his claim for an increased pension. e quarter 
sessions dismissed the appeal subject to a case. The appellant joined the 
police force on the 30th of December, 1872, and on the 1st of January, 1899, 
he had completed more than twenty-five years’ approved service as a 
police constable. Upon joining the force he signed a document 
containing a ecale of Yy, approved by the Secretary of State, 
for police constables, the a being 24s. a week for constables 
in the 3rd class, 27s. for constables in the 2ad class, and 303. 
for constables in the 1st class. These rates of pay were subsequently 
increased, constables in the Ist class receiving 32s. a week. The 
appellant, who was then in the Ist class, gave notice to retire, and was 
entitled as of nght by the Police Act, 1890 (an acceptance of whose pro- 
visions he had previously signed), to retire and receive a pension for lite of 
two-thirds of his annual pay at the date of his retirement. In May, 1894, 
the appellant, having already served for nine years as a police constable at 
the Houses of Parliament, was selected by the Commissioner of Police for 
permanent duty as a police constable at the House of Lords, and continued 
to serve in that capacity until his retirement in January, 1899. He was paid 
for this special duty 7s. a week, and at the date of his retirement be was 
paid each week the sum of 39s., made up as follows: 32s. being the 
ordinary pay of a constable of his rank and service, and the above sum of 
7s. It was stated in evidence by the chief clerk to the Commissioners of 
Police that the commissioners were under no obligation to pay the appell- 
ant the additional sum of 7s., even while he remained on ial service, 
though that was done y as a recognition of the condact for 
which a constable was d on — duty, and partly se by being 
withdrawn from ordinary duty he lost to some extent his chance of 
promotion. The entire cost of the ice employed on special duty 
was ao out of moneys provided by hament in each year. From 
the above sum of 32s. the sum of 7d. was deducted as a contribution 
towards the pension fund in accordance with section 15 of the Police Act, 
1890, but no deduction was made from the 7s. The appellant signed the 
weekly pay list, the sum of 32e. appesring therein in the column headed 
‘* Amount of pay,’’ and the sum of 7s. in toe column headed ** Allowances 
for special duties.”” By section 15 of the Police Act, 1890, the police 
authority were directed to deduct from the pay of every constable such 
stoppages during sickness as might be provided by the re tions. In 
the Metropolitan Police during absence owing to sicknes 1s. a cay was 
usually stopped, and the special allowance (if any) was stopped, the 
allowance being paid to the constable who actually performed tne special 
duty. The appellant was awarded a pension calculated on two-thirds of 
32s. On f of the appellant it was contended that the 7s. a week 
was part of his ‘“‘ pay’ within the meaning of Schedule I., Part I., to the 
Police Act, 1890, and that he was therefore entitled toa pension calc’ 
on two-thirds of 39s. a week. In the Divisional Court Channell, J. 
(Bucknill, J., dissenting), held that the special allowance of 7s. a week was 
not ‘‘ pay,’’ and could not be taken into account in computing the pension, 


Tur Cover (A. L. Surrn, M.R, and Couttxs and Rowen, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the —— They held that, looking at the document setting out the 
pay, which the appellant signed when he joined the police force ; 
looking at the statement in the case that the commissioners were under no 
obligation to him the 7s, a week even while he remained on the 5 
service ; looking at the fact that no deduction for thé pension f was 


7 


made from the 7s., whereas a deduction was made from the 32s.; and 
looking at the fact that during absence from sickness the whole of the 7s. 
was deducted, it was clear that the 7s. was not part of the “ pay'’ of the 


constable, but was in the nature of a gratuitous allowance. 7s. could 





not therefore be taken into account in calculating the amount of the 
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ion.—CounsgL, EF. H. Pickersgili ; Macmorran, Q.C., and J. P. Grain. 
Licitors, Mann § Crimp ; Wontner § Sons. 
[Reported by W. F. Barny, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ASHTON VALE IRON CO. v. CORPORATION OF BRISTOL. No. 2. 
11th Jan. 


Lanps Cravses Acts—Nortice to Treat—WrItHDRAWAL—PoweER To GIvE 
Sreconp Notice. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Farwell, J., given on the 11th 
of August last, the question being as to the validity of a notice to treat 
for the compulsory purchase of lend belonging to the plaintiff company 
given by the defendant corporation under the powers conferred on them 
by the Bristol Dock Act, 1897, with which the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845, was incorporated. The question was whether when a notice has 
once been given and subsequently withdrawn (as it may be when the 
landowner has given a counter-notice requiring the whole of his property 
to be taken) the company or corporation giving the first notice has power 
to give a second notice to treat for the same property or a smaller part of 
it. On the 2nd of May, 1899, the corporation gave notice to the plaintiffs 
to treat for a part of theirland. On the 18thof May, 1899, the plaintiffs 
gave a counter-notice requiring the corporation to take a larger portion of 
their land. On the 8th of December, 1899, the plaintiffs issued a writin an 
action for the determination of the question whether the defendants were 
entitled to take a part only of the plaintiffs’ land. On the 12th of 
December, 1899, the corporation served a notice withdrawing their 
original notice to treat and on the 16th of December following they 
served on the plaintiffs a second notice to treat in respect of the 
same land. On the 4th of January, 1900, the plaintiffs cerved a 
second counter-notice under protest. On the 10th of February, 
1900, the defendants gave notice to summon a jury to assess the com- 
pensation. On the 26th of February, 1900, a motion in the action was 
heard by Byrne, J., but before he pronounced judgment the corporation 
withdrew their second notice to treat, and on the next day they served a 
third notice to treat applying to the same property with some exceptions. 
On the 26th of March, 1900, the plaintiffs served a third counter-notice 
under protest. Byrne, J., held that the corporation had power to with- 
draw their notice to treat, and that their third notice to treat was a valid 
notice. The plaintiffs appealed. On behalf of the appellants it was 
argued that after the withdrawal of the first notice the compulsory powers 
of the corporation were at an end. On the other hand, it was contended 
that if the notice was not accepted by the landowner it was reduced to a 
nullity, and that the landowner was sufficiently protected by the restriction 
imposed by the Legislature as to the time within which the compulsory 
powers might be exercised. 

Tue Covrt dismissed the appeal. 


Riesy, L.J., said the first notice was met by a counter-notice requiring 
the corporation to take the whole of the property. That entitled the 
corporation to withdraw their notice. It was not necessary to consider 
what was the exact meaning of withdrawing a notice in every possible 
case, but at any rate after the counter-notice the corporation were 
entitled to withdraw their notice, and did so. The effect of that was to 
relegate the corporation to the position they were in before the first 
notice was given. They had therefore a right to serve the second 
notice. The second notice was also met with a counter-notice which 
entitled the corporation to withdraw. They did withdraw, and the 
result was the same as in the case of the first notice. Then the 
third notice was given, which was now the only notice in existence. The 
other notices had been swept away by the act of the persons who withdrew 
them. His lordship then examined the terms of the third notice, and held 
that it was valid. 


Romer, L.J -, said that it was contended that after the corporation had 
ven their first notice and had withdrawn it, their powers were at an end. 
¢ was true that if promoters give notice to treat to a landowner in respect 
of his land, they could not go back from that notice if the landowner 
insisted upon holding them to it ; but if the landowner for any good reason 
permitted the promoters to withdraw, or said that the notice was bad in 
any way, his lordship saw no reason why, if that notice was withdrawn, 
and the time allowed the promoters for the exercise of their compulsory 
powers was still running, they might not serve a fresh notice. It was 
admitted that in one case where promoters had given notice to treat, they 
could withdraw—namely, where the landowner required other land to be 
taken ae being part of that which the promoters were bound to take. The 
ion, therefore, had power to withdraw the earlier notices in this 
case, and the effect of that was to put them in the same position as if no 
notice had ever been given. It could not be said that the promoters 
withdrawing had elected never again to give a notice to treat in 
of the same piece of land. At the most, it could only be said 
promoters had not elected at that time to go on with their 
the risk of having to take the lands comprised in the counter- 
, It was conceivable that at a later time they might elect to run 
risk. The sppellants’ contention must go to this length, that if a 
notice to treat was withdrawn because it was said by the landowner to be 
invalid, the power of the promoters to take the land would be absolutely 
= Ss though the original notice was shewn to be valid. It must be 
in mind that 2 notice to treat was a mere indication to the landowner 
that the promoters desired to take the land. The appeal must be dis- 
missed.—Covnsx, A. 7. Lawrence, Q.C , and Leslie; Cripps, Q.0., Free- 
man, Q.C., Lyttleton, Q.C., and E. 8. Ford. Soxscrtons, Robbins, Billing, 
Co. ; Robins, Hay, Waters, $ Hay. 


[Reported by 8. EZ, Witi1aMs, Barrister-at-Law.} 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re TYLER AND THE CHARITABLE TRUSTS ACTS, 1853 TO 1894, 
Farwell, J. 15th Jan. 


Wutt—Oonstruction—Ounaritaste Trusts—* Courcn ’’—Onarei—Con- 
GREGATION—OoNDITION SvuBsEQUENT BroxkeN UNDER Duress—Lanps 
Cxavses Consotirpation Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 18), s, 69. 


This was an adjourned summons upon a question raised on the will of 
the late Rev. Dr. William Tyler. The testator was mainly instrumental 
in founding, in the hamlet of Mile End New Town, a Congregational 
Church where he served for many years as minister. By a trust deed dated 
the 3rd of March, 1864, to which he was a party, certain lands and premises 
in the hamlet were conveyed to trustees to be used as a chapel, which it 
was therein stated was to be called Trinity Congregational Church, 
together with schools and pastor’s residence. The testator died on the 
13th of December, 1890, and his will, dated the 4th of December, 1890, 
and proved by the widow, contained the following ‘material provisions : 
‘*T direct my trustees as soon as may be after my death te set apart out 
of such part of my estate as shall consist of pure personalty such a sum as 
will be sufficient to yield an annual sum of £300, and that they shall pay the 
interest . . . of the said funds which shall be eo set apart as aforesaid 
to my said wife during her life, and from and after the death of my said 
wife shall stand possessed of the said moneys - upontrust ... 
to pay the remaining three fifth parts to the trustees of the college 
commonly known as Hackney Oollege, now situate in Finchley-road, 
Hampstead, in the county of Middlesex, . . . upon trust to apply one 
other of such three-fifth parts upon such and the same trusts and with 
and subject to the like powers and provisions as are hereinafter declared 
in relation to the sum of £2,500 hereinafter bequeathed to the trustees of 
the said Hackney College and in augmentation of the same sum and 
upon trust to apply the interest . of the remaining fifth part 
to or for the benefit of the poor for the time being of the Congre- 
gational Church at Mile End New Town hereinafter referred to in 
such manner as the said trustees of Hackney College shall in their 
uncontrolled discretion think fit, but if the said Congregational Church 
shall be dissolved or dispersed and not again formed within the 
aye of twelve calendar months, or if the public worship of God in 

e said church shall be discontinued for the space of two years together, 
then, and in either of the said cases, the said trustees shall stand possessed 
of the capital of the said one fifth share and the dividends, interest, and 
income thereof upon such and the same trusts and with and 
subject to the like powers and provisions as are hereinafter declared in 
relation to the said sum of £2,500 hereinafter bequeathed to the trustees 
of the said college and in augmentation of the same sum. I bequeath to 
the trustees of the said Hackney College the sum of £2,500 upon trust to 
invest the same . . . and to apply the interest, dividends, and income 
of the said sum . . in augmenting the salary or stipend of the 
minister or pastor . for the time being of the Congregational 
Church known as Trinity Congregational Church, at Mile Enad 
New Town . . and if the said Congregational Church shall be 
dissolved or dispersed and not be again formed within the space of 
twelve calendar months thereafter, or if the public worship of God in the 
said church shall be discontinued for the space of two years together, 
then and in either of the said cases the said trusteesfof the Hackney 
College shall stand possessed of the said sum of £2,500 . . . upon 
trust to apply the same for the general purposes of the said Hackney 
College in such manner as the said trustees thereof shall in their un- 
controlled discretion from time to time think best.”” On the 15th of 
January, 1900, the London School Board acquired under their compulsory 
powers the site and premises of the church, the church-building of which 
had since been irretrievably demolished. The trustees of the trust deed 
had purchased a new site in South Hackney, but no church had as yet 
been erected. The trustees of the Hackney College now asked by their 
summons (1) whether upon the true construction of the testator’s will 
and in the events which had happened the applicants were now, or at the 
expiration of twelve months or two years from the 15th of January, 1900, 
would be entitled to apply the income and capital of the sum of £2,500 for 
the benefit of Hackney College ; and (2) whether the applicants would, 
upon the death of the testator’s widow or at the expiration of twelve 
months or two years from the 15th of January, 1900, if she should then 
be dead, be entitled to apply two fifths of the testator’s personal estate 
set apart as directed in his will and the income thereof for the same 
— The respondents were the present trustees of the trust deed 
of 1864, 


Fanwet., J., said that this was a eomewhat curious case. The only 
question was whether the testator used the word *‘ church ’’ in the expres- 
sion ‘‘ the public worship of God in the said church ”’ jn the sense of tne 
edifice or the congregation worshipping in that community. His lordship 
disclaimed any intention of using the phraseology of the deed to construe 
the will, but said that he was entitled to put himself in the testator’s 
circumstances at the time of making it. The particular chapel had now 
gone irretrievably. In his lordship’s opinion the word ‘‘ church ”’ in the 
expression referred to must mean congregation. It seemed impossible 
that in imporing two alternative conditions on the same gift he 
should use the same word in two different meanings—viz., bricks 
and mortar in one case, and in the other, two lines only above, 
the body of a “The public worship of God in the said 
church”’ was therefore not discontinued by the physical impossibility 
of worshipping in the same particular building. urther, upon the 
argument that the buildings having been taken under compulsory 
powers, the condition here, if broken, was broken under duress and 90 
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did not work a forfeiture, his lordship said that, assuming his construction 
to be wrong, he ought not to allow the provisions of an Act of Parliament 
for benefiting the public to deprive a private party of his rights. But 
this was said not to be a right in the land and if so the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act, 1845, s. 69, did not apply It was, therefore, not 
necessary to determine this question, but, if it were, the general principle 
laid down in Clavering v. Ellison (7 H. L. C. 707; see also Fillingham v. 
Bromley, Turn. & BR. 530, 34 BR. R. 136) eeemed to apply. His lordship 
declared that the gifts over to the trustees of the Hackney College had 
not taken effect.—CounsgL, W. H. Upjohn, Q.C., and W. H. Cozens- Hardy ; 
0. E. B. Jenkins, Q.C., and M, L. Romer. Soxtcrrors, Shepheards §& Walters ; 
Gard, Rook, §& Winterbotham. 

[Reported by W. H. Draper, Barrister-at-Law. | 


W. v. W. Farwell, J. 11th Jan. 


HvussaAnD AND WirE—SEPARATION BY AGREEMENT—COVENANT Nor To Mouest 
—Pouice Oourr Aprpiication—InsuncTION GRANTED IN HicH Covrt. 


This was a motion by Mrs. W. for an injunction to restrain her husband 
from entering or attempting to enter her residence or other premises and 
from molesting, annoying, obstructing, or interfering with her or their 
infant daughter, or with any of her customers in breach of a covenant 
entered into by him. This covenant was contained in a deed of separation 
made between the husband and wife after several police court applications 
and dated the 4th of July, 1895, and ran as follows: That he “ will 
not at any time hereafter attempt to enter any premises, whether 
business or otherwise, occupied by the said A. W., and he will not 
molest, annoy, obstruct, or interfere with the said A. W. or 
with her daughter or with any of her customers or her relations 
or friends or any person or persons with whom she may be asso- 
ciated either in business or private life.” It appeared that the 
plaintiff had for some years prior to the marriage carried on and was still 
carrying on for her separate estate the business of a butcher in leasehold 
premises of her own, where the defendant had recently on several 
occasions entered and molested her and the daughter in the presence and 
to the annoyance of some of ber customers, and on one occasion had used 
abusive language and threatened personal violence; the plaintiff had in 
consequences applied to a police court magistrate for a summons, but she 
was advised by him to obtain an injunction from the High Court. The 
defendant did not now appear, and a notice of motion having, by direction 
of the court, been now tiled in default of appearance, the injunction was 
atked for. The learned judge having observed that it was somewhat 
unusual for the High Court to interfere in police court matters, the case of 
Hunt v. Hunt (1897, 2 Q. B. 304) was referred to. 

Farwett, J., granted an injunction.—Covunser, W. L. Richards. 
Souicrror, F. Du Bois. ’ 


{Reported by W. H. Draper, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MONTEFIORE v. GUEDALLA. Buckley, J. 11th Jan. 


Witt — Dererminaste Lirzg Inrzrest— Wovtp Become Vestep 1n Some 
Orner Persons—Act or Bankruprcy—ADJUDICATION —TIME OF VRESTING 
or Property In Trustree—Banxrvprcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 
ss, 43, 44 (1), 54 (2). 

Summons. By his will dated the 2Ist of December, 1839, Judah 
Guedalla, who died on the 8th of June, 1858, gave one equal third part of 
his residue to trustees upon trust to permit and suffer and authorize and 
empower his son Haim Guedalla to receive the dividends, interest, and 
income thereof as the same should from time to time become payable until 
his said son should assign, charge, or otherwise dispose of the said dividends, 
interest, and income, or assign part thereof by way of anticipation or 
should do or omit to do or should suffer to be done any act whereby the 
same, if payable to himself, would become vested in some other person or 

rsons. And the testator directed that on the determination of the 
interest so given to his said son, the trustees should during the 
remainder of the life of the said H. Guedalla pay and apply the 
said dividends, interest, arid income for the benefit of l, any 
one, or more of the said H. Guedalla and others as therein mentioned. 

On the 8th of July, 1900, Haim Guedalla committed an act of bankruptcy 

by noncompliance with a bankruptcy notice. The notice was not in 

evidence, but it was agreed between the parties that a bankruptcy 
notice was served under section 4 (g) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which 
expired on the 8th of July. On the 17th of August a receiving order was 
made, and on the Ist of October Haim Guedalla was adjudicated 
bankrupt. The fund in question was invested in stock, the dividend on 
which was payable on the 5th of July, the 5th of October, and certain 
other days, The dividend paid on the 5th of July was handed to Haim 
Guedalla, The dividend payable on the 5th of October was not paid over, 
and the question which the court now had to decide was how this dividend 
should be apportioned as between the bankrupt and the applicant, who 
was the present trustee of the testator’s will. ‘The applicant claimed to be 
entitled as from the 8th of July, the date of the act of bankruptcy. The 
officis] receiver as trustee in the bankruptcy contended that the bankrupt 

Was entitled to the dividend in respect of the whole period from the 8th of 

July to the 1st of October, the date of the adjudication, and cited Bx parte 

Dawes, Re Moon (17 Q. B. D. 275), Re Loftus Otway (43 W. R. 

501; 1895, 2 Oh. 235), Re Sartoris (40 W. R. 82; 1892, 1 Oh. 11), 

Re James (62 L. T. 454), and Re Dainirey ese, 1 Q. B. 546). It 

was admitted that the Apportionment Act applied, and that the dividend 

in respect of the 5th to the 8th of July was payable to the bankrupt. 

Buckizy, J., thought that the contention of the applicant was well 
founded. When the adjudication was made the vested in the 


ruptcy must be deemed to have had relation back to and to have com- 
menced at the time of the act of bankruptcy, and by section 44 (1) the 
divisible property of the bankrupt comprised all property belonging to or 
vested in the bankrupt at the commencement of the bankruptcy. [f the 
adjudication had been on the 10th instead of the Ist of October there 
would have vested in the applicant all dividends from the 8th of July 
onwards, including the dividend of the 5th of October. By virtue of 
what act or omission would the dividend have vested in him? By reason 
of the debtor’s, on the 8th of July, omitting to comply with the bank- 
ruptcy notice. The same was true of all daily apportioned parts of the 
dividend. It was not disputed that as from the date of of the adjudication 
the clause would take effeet. But on the 8th of July the event provided 
for by the testator had occurred.—Soxicrrors, EF. Ford ; Elgood ; Jessel, 
Soxicrrors, Emanuel § Simmonds ; Guedalla § Cross ; Edward Lee. 


{Reported by J. F. Wauey, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
VESTRY OF FULHAM v. MINTER. Div. Court. 16th Jan. 


Merroporis—New Srrest—Pavine Exrgenses—Lanp Anvutrinc on New 
SrreetT—Oren Space AcquirEpD By Vestry as Recreation Grounp— 
** Owners or Lanps’’—Merropowis Manacement Act, 1862 (25 & 26 
Vier. c. 102), s. 77—Orzn Spaces (Merroports) Act, 1877 (40 & 41 
Vicr. c. 35), s. 1—Mxgrropotiran Uren Spaces Act, 1881 (44 & 45 
Vier. c. 34), 8. 5. 


In this case the question was whether land held by a vestry under the 
Metropolitan Open Spaces Acts in trust to maintain the same for the 
perpetual use by the public for exercise and recreation was land in 
respect of which the vestry, as owners thereof, ought to be charged with 
the cost of paving a new street on which the land abutted. The new 
street in question was a section of a road known as Bishop’s-park-road. 
Bishop’s-park-road is within the parish of Fulham and is bounded on the 
north-west side by a row of houses, and on the south-east side by an open 
space which in 1894 the Fulham Vestry had acquired under the powers 
conferred on them by the Metropolitan Open Spaces Acts, 1877 and 1881, 
‘*to the end and intent that it should at all times thereafter be kept and 
maintained as an open space for the perpetual use thereof by the public 
for exercise and recreation.’? By the Metropolitan Open Spaces Act, 
1881, it is provided that the vestry may erect on land acquired by them 
under the Act, inter alia, convenient and ornamental buildmgs and such 
appliances as they may think requisite for the purposes of exercise and 
recreation and for other like purposes. There were erected upon the open 
space a band-stand, a cloak room, and a refreshment stall. The vestry let 
the refreshment stall at a rent of £25 a year to a caterer. The band-stand 
was not let, but seats for the public were let by the vestry to a contractor 
atarental. The vestry, having resolved to pave the section of Bishop’s- 
park-road in question, which was a new street within the meaning of 
the Metropolis Management Acts, apportioned the cost thereof upon 
the owners of the houses abutting on the north-west side 
of the new street. The respondent, who was the owner of certain 
of these houses, refused to pay the amount apportioned as his share of the 
cost. Thereupon a summons was taken out by the vestry. The magis- 
trate before whom the summons was heard dismissed it upon the ground 
that the apportionment was bad inasmuch as the vestry were not included 
as contributories to the expense of paving the new street. It was con- 
tended on behalf of the vestry that the apportionment was valid, for that 
the open space was extra commercium, or subject in perpetuity to the 
burden of a public right which deprived the vestry of the beneficial 
use of it. The following cases were cited in support of this contention : 
Angell v. Vestry of Paddington (L. R. 3 Q. B. 714), Plumstead Board of Works 
v. Ecclesiastical Commissioners (1891, 2 Q. B. 361), Bowditch v. Wakefield 
Local Board (L. R. 6 Q. B. 567), Caiger v. Vestry of St. Mary, Islington (50 
L. J. M. ©. 59), Wright v. Ingle (16 Q. B. D. 379), Pound v. Plumstead 
Board of Works (L. R. 7 Q. B. 183), Vestry of St. Mary, Islington v. Cobbett 
(1895, 1 Q B. 369), Meyriek v. Attorney-General (1894, 3 Ch. 209), Church- 
wardens of Lambeth v. London County Council (1897, A. O. 625), Hornsey 
District Council v. Smith (1897, 1 Ch. 843). 

Tur Court (Bavcs and Patiimors, JJ.) dismissed the appeal, 


Bruce, J., said that the effect of the Metropolitan Management Acts 
was that where land or houses abutted upon a new street the person who 
received the rack-rent, or would ve it if it were payable, 
the person liable to contribute to the cost of making up the 
roadway. To this rule there was an exception—namely, t where 
the land or houses were struck with incapacity to be used 
benefically the owner was exempt from contribution. In the present case 
he did not think that the land was struck with any such incapacity. It 
was true it was to be keptas an open space to be used by the 
for exercise and recreation, but there was nothing to prevent the 
doing anything so as to derive a profit from the land so long as the 
to which it was put was not inconsistent with the public enjoyment of 
land. They might, for instance, receive payment from the 
for the privilege of soliciting contributions from the public, and ay did 
in fact receive £25 a year from the refreshment contractor. The 

was, therefore, not within the exemption, and the vestry ought to have 
been made contributories to the expense of making up the new street.— 
Counsen, Macaskie; Bray, Q.C., and B, 4. Cohen. Soxicrrorns, T. Blanco 
White ; Cooper § Bake. 


He 





trustee by section 54 of the Bankruptoy Act. By section 43 the bank- 





[Reported by C. G. Witazauan, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re KERLY, SON, & VERDEN. C.A. No. 2. 15th Jan. 


Soricrroe—Writ—Unpertakinc By Soricrror to Enter APPEARANCE— 
Dvuration—R.8.C. VIII. 1, IX. 1. 


This was an appeal from the order of Farwell, J., of the 7th of December 
last, made on a motion for a writ of attachment against solicitors by reason 
of their failure to enter an appearance for the defendants in an action in 
pursuance of their written undertaking to do so (ante, p. 120). The motion 
was purely formal, there being no suggestion of any improper conduct on the 
oy of the solicitors, the object of the motion being to have the question of 

e effect of the undertaking determined by the court. The writ in the 
action was issued on the 23rd of February, 1899, and was endorsed by the 
solicitors with the following memorandum: ‘* We accept service for the 
defendants, and will enter appearance in due course.’”? Various negotia- 
tions for a settlement took place, and by consent the time for entering 
appearance was extended until the 30th of April, 1899. Nothing further 
was done in the action until October, 1899, when the negotiations for a 
settlement were put an end to by the refusal of the plaintiff to accept 
an offer which had been made by the defendants. The plaintift’s 
advisers then called upon Messrs. Kerly, Son, & Verden to enter 
an appearance for the defendants pursuant to their undertaking. 
Correspondence ensued, the result of which was that the defendants’ 
solicitors contended that owing to the time that had elapsed the 
action had expired and their undertaking had ceased to be binding 
on them. The defendants’ solicitors having refused to perform their 
undertaking, this motion was made with the object of compelling 
them to do so. In answer to the motion, they said they had 
applied to their clients for instructions and the clients had informed them 
tbat in view of the long delay on the part of the plaintiff they regarded 
the action as at an end, and directed the solicitors not to enter an 
appearance. They further stated that since the service of the notice of 
motion the defendants had requested them to do what the court thought 
fit under the circumetances to direct. It appeared that if the writ were to 
be treated as having lapsed, in all probability a new writ would be met by 
a plea of the Statute of Limitations, which did not apply to the cause of 
action under the original writ. The real question was what period of 
time was sufficient to put an end to arolicitor’s undertaking. Farwell, J., 
held that ord. 8, r. 1, meant that the writ was in force for the 
ae Ser of eervice for twelve months, not that at the end of that period it 

lost its efficacy for all purposes, that the undertaking was a contract 
binding for six years and must be complied with. From this decision the 
solicitors appealed. , 

Tue Oovrr (Ricry and Sriziie, L.JJ.) dismiesed the appeal. 

Ricsy, L.J., said that the effect of the undertaking was that 
all obligation as to formal service was waived and the undertaking 
was equivalent to service. The undertaking was unconditional, 
and at the end of the two months’ further time for entering appearance 
they ought to have entered appearance. It was their place to do so. 
Ord. 8, r. 1, had no application to the present case. Neither the solicitors 
nor client could complain. The delay was the delay of the defendant. 
The solicitors were subject to the jurisdiction of the court and ought to 
enter appearance. The order of the court would be that the solicitors 
do forthwith enter an appearance, and the appeal be dismissed with costs. 

Srieuinc, L.J., agreed.—Counsket, Upjohn, Q.C., and F. Gore-Browne ; 
Jenkins, Q.C., and D. M. Kerly. So.scrtors, Loughborough, Gedge, Nisbet, & 
Drew ; Kerly, Son, & Verden. 


| Reported by 8S, E. Witt1ams, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re MATEO CLARK. £ parte THE BUENOS AYRES AND PACIFIC 
RAILWAY (LIM.)° Wright, J. 14th Jan. 


Banxnvrtcy—Practice—Wiruprawat or Paoor—Banxrurtcy Act, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), Scuzpute II. 


This was an application by the Buenos Ayres and Pacific Railway Co. 
(Limited), creditors of Mateo Clark, for leave to withdraw their Bone 
without prejudice to the presentation of a fresh proof should it sub- 
aeuety appear that any debt was due to them. Mateo Clark, the 

» Was the contractor who had built the railway and had 
covenanted to grant indefeasible titles to the company of certain 
lands through which the railway runs. He had given the compan 
a number of their own shares as security for the performance of his 
covenants. A receiving order was made against him in 1896, but he 
had not been adjudged bankrupt, having proposed a scheme of arrange- 
ment with his creditors. At the date of the receiving order he had not 
succeeded in obtaining indefeasible titles of the lands in question for the 
company, and the shares which they held as security were of small value. 
The company, therefore, had put in a proof for damages for breaches 
of covenant, and had assessed their security at a very small amount. 
Subsequently, however, the company succeeded in obtaining some 
of the titles in question, and the shares held by them as security 
had also risen greatly in value, so that at the date of the present 
spplication their security was enough to cover the whole of their claims 
against the debtor. therefore applied for leave to withdraw their 

without prejudice to their right to put in a fresh proof should their 
security decrease in value at any future date. Counsel for the debtor 
opposed the appli:ation on the ground that there was pending a motion 
the debtor to expunge the proof which would probably result in 


ee 





shewing that there never was any provable debt at all due to the company. 
He refused to consent to the application unless the company would 
withdraw their proof unconditionally, which they declined to do. 

Waricut, J., refused the application, being of opinion that he ought not 
to establish a precedent for a conditional withdrawal of a proof while there 
was pending a motion to expunge it. He, however, gave leave to the 
applicants to amend their proof by revaluing their security, and reserved 
the costs of the application until the hearing of the motion to expunge 
the proof.—CounseL, Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Carringlon ; Muir Mackenzie, 
Soxicrrors, Ashurst, Morris, § Crisp ; Harwood § Stephenson. 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law.! 








LAW ‘SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


In pursuance of the resolution passed at the adjourned annual 
general meeting, held on the 15th of July, 1881, to the effect that 
meetings of the society be held in January and April, I am directed to 
inform you that a special general meeting of the members of the society 
will be held in the hall of the society on Friday, the 25th inst., at two 
o’clock precisely, to consider the subjects hereinafter mentioned. 


GeNneERAL MeetINGs. 


Mr. A. H. Hastie will propose: ‘That in the future the general 
meetings of the society be held at five o’clock in the afternoon.”’ 

Mr. J. J. Coviron will move: ‘‘ That, with the view of giving to 
members practising in the country and to town members to whom the 
expense of money and time consequent on personal attendance are an 
object, and thereby materially increasing the number of members, any 
member be permitted to vote at any meeting on any question by letter 
addressed generally to the chairman of the meeting at which such 
question is brought forward, and received at or before the commencement 
of the meeting.” 

Law Society Cxvs. 


The following resolution was passed at the Annual General Meeting on 
the 13th of July last—viz.: ‘‘ That the Council are directed to give the 
shortest possible notice to the Law Club to quit the premises of the 
society, and forthwith to make such arrangements for supplying refresh- 
ments to the general body of the members as will be deemed most 
convenient.”’ 

The Council not having adopted the foregoing resolution, it will be 
brought before the meeting hereby convened for confirmation or other- 
wise. 

Lanp Transrer Acr. 

Mr. J. 8. Rusrnsrern will ask: “In view of the fact that compulsory 
registration of title under the Land Transfer Act, 1897, came into 
operation on the 1st of January, 1899, and that the experimental period of 
three years for which the system was to be first tried will expire on the 
31st of December next, what steps do the Council propose to take to 
secure a proper inquiry into the result of the experiment before the 
system is allowed to continue in operation after the 3let of December 
next?’’ E, W. Wiuramson, Secretary. 





SOLICITORS’ MANAGING CLERKS’ ASSOCIATION. 


On Wednesday Mr. John Roskill delivered a lecture on ‘* Negotiable 
Securities other than Bills of Exchange,’’ being one of the course of 
lectures arranged by the council of the association. Mr. Asquith, Q.0., 
M.P., presided. ‘The lecture related largely to debentures payable to 
bearer, and discussed the different judicial views as to their negotiability. 

At the close of the lecture, Mr. Asquith said that he had long taken 
an interest in the Managing Clerks’ Association, as he believed it to be 
one of the most useful and practical means of spreading information en 
topics which were of common interest to all branches of the legal 
profession. After hearing Mr. Roskill’s luminous exposition of a very 
difficult branch of law, he could not help reflecting on the uncertainties— 
he would not call them the caprices—of judicial legislation. For some 
reason or other, the Legislature had never found time to deal in a thorough 
and comprehensive fashion either with the law of contract in general or 
even with that important branch of it which was called the law merchant. 
The development of that part of our jurisprudence had been left 
very largely to the members of the judicial bench. The con- 
troversy with which Mr. Rorkill had dealt, between the two views 
embodied, one in Crouch v. Crédit Foncier of England (21 W. R. 946, 
L. R. § Q. B. 374) and the other in the recent decision of Mr. 
Justice Kennedy in The Bechuanaland Exploration Co. *. The London Trading 
Bank (Limited) (1898, 2 Q. B. 658), was a very good illustration of the 
way in which the law of contract and the law merchant were developed 
from the bench. There were really two directions im which the judicial 
development of the law had proceeded, one of which was very bad and 
the other of which was very good. On the one hand we had had judges— 
he was speaking not of the present generation, but of an antiquated past— 
who brought to the interpretation and enforcement of contracts « priori 
ideas of policy evolved to a large extent from their own consciousness; or, 
to speak more accurately, ideas representing the crystallized prejudices of 
the time. Take, for example, the whole of that branch of the law of 
contract which was si up under the head of public policy. Con- 
tracts in restraint of trade deliberately entered into by the parties with a 
full knowledge of all the circumstances and with a perfect apprecia- 
tion of their rights and liabilities, when sought to be enforced in 
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the courts, had been held by the snages to be nugatory on some 
supposed ground of public policy, as either too wide in space 
or teo long in time, which had nothing whatever to do with the 
intentions, and therefore with the a po anal pe obligations, of the 

rties. ‘The judges in such cases imposed upon persons against 
their will ideas which never entered into their minds when dealing with 
one another. There was another form, a fruitful and useful form, of 
judicial interpretation. It was that application of knowledge, brought to 
the judges in evidence, of the actual practices in business and trade which 
enabled the judges, not to neutralize the intentions of the parties toa 
contract, but to carry those intentions into effect. There was all the 
difference between using the law wut res magis pereat quam valeat, and, 
on the other hand, seeking always to give effect to the intention of the 
parties, although those intentions might not have been expressed 
in words, but, as everyone knew from the circumstances, were 
nevertheless in the minds of the parties. As to the particular 
controversy with which Mr. Roskill had dealt, there was no doubt 
in his mind that the criticisms which had been made by Mr. Justice 
Kennedy, and in the article on his judgment by Mr. Palmer on the case 
of Crouch v. The Crédit Foncier of England, were thoroughly justified. Lord 
Blackburn was a great lawyer, but his judgment in the case of Crouch was 
reactionary, because it stereotyped and crystallized the law in regard to 
living instruments— part of the coin of the business world. Nothing more 
absurd could be imagined than to say that while evidence of custom was 
admissible to prove that a Russian or Austrian bond was negotiable, no 
amount of evidence as to custom could bring the debenture of an English 
company into the same category. Ifsuch a doctrine were to be recog- 
nized by the highest tribunals, the law merchant would cease to be, in that 
branch of it, a living, developing thing, adjusting itself to the usages of 
mankind. When the antiquated ideas of days gone by led to such an 
impasse, recourse to the Legislature was necessary. We could thankfully 
rely, however, on judges who, like the great judge who presided to-day 
over the Commercial Court, Mr. Justice Mathew, always shewed them- 
selves ready to bring the law into harmony with the ever-fluctuating and 
varying requirements of the mercantile world. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Jan. 14.—Mr. R. OC. Nesbitt in the chair.—Mr. W. J. Bull, M.P., L.C.C., 
moved: ‘‘ That the housing of the very poor is the most pressing need of 
the day; that the L.C.O. is entirely wrong in its housing policy, and that 
it should be the first domestic subject dealt with by Parliament.’’ Mr. 
J. F. W. Galbraith opposed. There also spoke Messrs. J. W. Guedalla, 
N. Tebbutt, F. Knee, H. W. Saw, and E. F. Spence. The motion was 
carried. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced of His Honour Judge Mernett, the county 
court judge of Circuit No. 2 (Durham, &c.), at the age of seventy-five 
years. Mr. Meynell was the son of Mr. Thomas Meynell, of Kilvington 
Hall, Yorkshire. He was called to the bar in 1852, was appointed 
Recorder of Doncaster in 1870, and in 1873 was appointed judge of the 
County Court Circuit which he retained till his death. 





INFORMATION REQUIRED. 

Henry Miner, deceased, of Dormstone, The Avenue, Beckenham, in 
the county of Kent.—£5 reward will be paid to any person giving such 
information as will lead to the discovery of a Will of the above deceased, 
who died on the 29th of November last. Oommunications to be made to 
Messrs. Smallpiece & Co., solicitors, Guildford, Surrey. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 


The business of the firm of Messrs. Lawrance & Webster, of 14, Old 
Jewry-chambers, E.C., will be carried on in future by Mr. Azan E, 
Messer, in conjunction with Mr. J. 8. Taytorn, who has been connected 
with the firm for many years, under the style of Lawrance, Webster, 
Messer, & Taylor. ‘ 
D1ssoLUTIONS, 


Cuarites Epwarp Jonzs, Taomas VavGHaN Ronerts, Witu1amM Hate, 
and Sypnay Epwarp Jones, solicitors (Young, Jones, & Oo.), 2, St. 
Mildred’s-court, Poultry, London, so far as relates to the said Thomas 
Vaughan Roberts, who retires from the firm as on and from the 3lst day 
of December, 1900. 


Wituram Onarues Lanoiey and Epwarp Rearnatp Exu1o7, solicitors 
(Langley & Elliot), Stockton-on-Tees. Dec. 31. ‘The said William Charles 
Langley will continue to practise at 22, High-street, Stockton-on-Tees, 
aforesaid; the said Edward Reginald Elliot will continue to practise in 

n-on-Tees aforesaid, at an address to be shortly notified. 
[ Gazette, Jan. 11. 

Faeperick WiiuiamM Baker, Wimi1amM Henry Beurens, and Oxnarues 
Wasrrorp Brown, solicitors (Jenkins, Baker, Behrens, & Wreford 
Brown), 134, Fenchurch-street, London. Sept. 18. The said William 
Henry Behrens and Charles Wreford Brown will carry on the business 
under the same style or name as heretofore, 


Quantes Epwarp Suaw Wurrvorp and Axrnur Wocan Draks, solicitors 

(Whitford & Drake), 4, Walbrook, London, and Croydon. Jan.1. The said 

ies Edward Shaw Whitford will henceforth practise alone at 4, Wall- 
brook aforesaid. 





Vatentrxe Srapieton and Gzorce Grant Hipyarp, solicitors (Staple- 
ton & Hildyard), Stamford. Dec. 31. [ Gazette, Jan. 15. 





GENERAL, 


Mr. Justice Wright has altered the commission day for the ensuing 
Winter Assizes at Gloucester, from Tuesday, the 12th, to Wednesday, the 
13th of February ; and the commission day at Monmouth, from Tuesday, 
the 19th, to Monday, the 18th of February. 


It is stated that the Prince of Wales, who is a bencher of the Middle 
Temple, has intimated his. intentention of dining in the Hall with his 
fellow-benchers on Grand Day of Hilary Term, on Tuesday, the 29th 
inst., and that Lord Roberts and Mr. Chamberlain will be among the 
guests present on the occasion. 


A judge, says the Central Law Journal, asked a prisoner who had been 
captured in a raid ona gambling house: ‘‘ What is your occupation ?”’ 
Prisoner: ‘‘I am a locksmith, your honour.”’ Judge: ‘“‘ How did you 
happen to be found in a gambling house, and what were you doing when 
the police appeared ?’’ Prisoner: ‘‘ I was making a bolt tor the door.’’ 


The following story, says the Central Law Journal, is told by one of the 
justices of the United States Supreme Oourt. He was trying to get into 
his gown and Mr. Justice was assisting him. His hand in some 
manuer got caught in the robe and the gown stuck. ‘“‘ Hang it!” he 
exclaimed; ‘‘the d——’s in the thing.’”’ ‘*Qh, no,” said his learned 
colleague, ‘‘ you haven’t half got into it.’’ 


The judges have chosen the following circuits for the Summer Assizes— 
viz., North-Eastern Circuit, the Lord Onief Justice and Bruce, J. ; South- 
Eastern Circuit, Mathew and Lawrance, JJ.; Oxford Circuit, Day and 
Bigham, JJ.; Midland Circuit, Wright and Phillimore, JJ.; Western 
Circuit, Wills and Kennedy, JJ.; North Wales Circuit, Grantham, J. ; 
a Wales Circuit, Channell, J. ; Northern Circuit, Ridley and Bucknill, 
JJ. 


Lord James of Hereford is, it is stated, to unveil the memorial portrait 
of the late Sir Charles Hall, Recorder of London, which has been painted 
by the Hon. John Oollier. The portrait will be presented to the Metro- 
politan Borough of Holborn, which Sir Charles Hall represented in Parlia- 
ment, and the Duke of Bedford, the Mayor of Holborn, will receive it on 
behalf of the corporation. The ceremony will take place at Holborn 
Town Hall, on Monday, the 18th of February. 


It is stated that a memorial to the late Lord Chief Justice is to be placed 
in Epsom Cemetery, in the form of an elaborately-worked granite reed. sr 
wall, to enclose a 8 of twenty-seven feet by twenty feet, rising to an 
average height of about six feet. Large pi each weighing about a 
ton, will be placed at the corners, centre, and sides of the gateway. The 
panels between the pillars are built up of four courses of stone-work, and 
form a series of small arches set on a tapered base course. 


At the Bow-street police-court on Wednesday, Robert George Porteous, 
solicitor, of 5, Crooked-lane, King William-street, and George Herbert 
Francis, of no occupation, were, says the Zimes, charged, on remand, with 
conspiring to obtain money by false pretences in connection with a circular 
signed Cunliffe, Mitchell, & Co., stockbrokers, guaranteeing 200 per cent. 
to people who sent them money for investment. Further evidence in 
support of the charge was given. Both prisoners reserved their defence, 
but Porteous said he should like to say that he simply went to the office 
of Cunliffe, Mitchell, & Co., in High Holborn, to fetch the letters for a 
man named Prowse, for whom he was merely acting as solicitor. The 
accused were committed for trial. 


A question affecting the powers of stipendary magistrates in relation to 
local justices has, says the Zimes, arisen at Merthyr on a letter reported 
to have been received from the Home Office favourable to the contention 
of the local magistrates that, with certam exceptions, they were equally 
entitled with tne stipendary to act on the bench. Mr. T. Marchant 
Williams, stipendary magistrate, recently referred to the matter at the 
Merthyr police-court at some length. It was, he said, the opinion of 
some eminent counsel that where a stipendary magistrate was sitting, he 
aolely formed the court, and no other magistrate present had a rigat to 
interfere, and that, in case of a difference of opmion, the stipendiary 
might pronounce the judgment of the court. Whether that was so or not 
only a court of law could decide, but he had no intention of taking that 
procedure. With regard to some of the magistrates who had not sat with 
him on the bench, he thought when they aid make their appearance in 
the court they would find no cause to complain, but 1f they could not 
come to the court at a proper time it was infinitely better that they should 
not come at all, for, to say at least, the sudden appearance of a justice on 
the bench at an odd moment during the day, tullowed by his equally 
sudden disappearance after the of one or two cases, wore the 
aspect of an irregularity. He admitted that those magistrates 
who had attended had shewn him every consideration and courtesy 
possible, and had been of great assistance to him. 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Recistrars mm ATTENDANCE OF 








Date. Emercexcy Appest Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No, 2. KEKEWICH. BYRNE. 
Monday, Jan. ............ 21 Mr. Farmer Mr, Pugh Mr. King Mr. Leach 
sevevete Beal Farmer Godfrey 
Jackson Pugh King Leach 
King Beal Farmer Godfrey 
Greswell —— King Leach 
Pemberton Farmer Godfrey 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy. FarweE.u. Buck.ey, JoYcE, 
Monday, Jan. ............21 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Lavie Mr, Church Mr. Carrington 
Tuesda' 200022 Jackson Carrington Greswell Lavie 
Pemberton Lavie Church Beal 
Jackson Carrington Greswell Pagh 
Pemberton Lavie Church Godtrey 
Jackson Carrington Greswell Leach 











THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

Jan. 22.—Messrs, Desenuau, Tzwson, Fanuer, & Bripcewater, at the Mart, at 2:— 
City of London : A valuable Freehold Ground-rent of £220 per annum, secured upon & 
saperior Warehouse in a magnificent position, with a valuable reversion to the rack- 
rent estimated at about £300 per annum. Solicitors, Cooper, Walker, & Hall, 
London.—City of London: First-class investments in an important and extensive 
—_ of modern ~~ Premises, covering an area of over 11,650 square feet, near 

t Station, mostly in the occupation of well-known lessees and having 
aggregate present rent-roll of £4,505 perannum. Held direct from the freeholders 
for upwards of 930 years unexpired, Solicitors, R. J. Twyford, Esq., London. (See 
advertisements, Jan. 12, p. 3.) 
Jan, 23.—Messrs. Epwis Fox & Bovusrretn, at the Mart, at 2:—Bernera-street Mansions, 
Middlesex value nearly £1,600 por annum; lease 80 years from 
1898. Solicitors, Messrs. Farmer, Rawson, & Carpenter, London.—Net Profit Rental 
of over £2,000 oes — secured upon important Business Premises in Queen 
Victoria-street and U: per Thesnee-ctuesl, Cl ow. Saudom, Messrs, Pakeman & Read, 
London, (See shveticanenta, this week, p. 5.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 
Messrs. H. E. Fostee . pm tee 8 fortnightly Sa'e (No. 683) of the above Interests 
was held at y last, — a total of £4,155 was realized. 


at the Mart, E C.. on Thureda’ 
ABSOLU [E REVERSIC {ON to One-tenth of Frecholds and Lease- 


holds producing £447 10s ; life 61 - Bold £205 
REVERSIONARY oo . ‘of — payabie during life aged 4: 45 
on decease of life 73 one ” 415 
LIFE “POLICIES : 
For £1,000 in the Equity and Law; life 46 .., ou a oo 180 
For £1, 000 in the Economic ; life 76 ooo ow ‘on oe o-- 8 790 
For £1,248 in the Imperial ; life73 ... ues ite one eo 99 605 
For £3,800 in the Imperial ; life 72 ... me 0 ie “—~ © 1,960 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.— Farivar, Jan. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liumitep 1s CHANCERY. 


Berrisn Coo1canpiz, Lixttep—Creditors are required, on or before Monday, March 11, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Ernest Treweek, Finsbary House, Blomfield st 

EB. J. Witttams & Co, Linite>—Creditors are required, on or before March 1 to send their 

and addresses, and the pastionions of their debts or claims, to John Edward 

, 12, Bowialley lane, Hall. Locking & Holdich, Hull, solors for liquidators 

Bassas 3 es Gn Mixes, Linitep —Creditors are required, on or belore Feb 16, 

names and and th: particulars of their debte or claims, to 
Brdey ate 14, Feederick’s pl, Old foun. Veraon & Co, 10, Colem sn st, solors 

Hawssax’s Kine ) ageote! sHitt) Gotp Mixixc Co, Limitzp -Creditors are required, on or 
before Feb 16. to ir names and addre ses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Sydney rd e Cole, 1a, Frederick’ spl, Old Jewry. Vernon & Co, 10, Cole- 
maz st. solors for liquidator 

Hugrz & Lee Linitep —Creditors are required, on or b:fore Feb 25, to send their 
mames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ralph Lowe 
Foxton, 21, Fargate, Sheffield. Bowman & Firth, Sheffiild, solors for liquidat or 

K,ccoosi Paixce Gotp Mixixe Co, Limrtep—Jreditors are required, oa or before 
ang 16, ty = their names and addresses, ant te ong m of he agg Be 

to Bydney Gesrge Cole, la, erics’s p\, ewr ernoa & 19 man st 
solors for the liquidator . 

Mocst Kino Goio Mixes, Limite (ix Liq spatiox)—Dreditors are required, on or 
before Feb 23, t> send their names and ad tresses, and the pirticulars of their debts 
and claims t> Jersey Birnes, 2, Cowper's ct, © srahiil 

Matiosar Pustisnise axv Burery Association, Liusrev —Creditors are required on or 
before March 1, to send their names and ad ireses, and the particalars of sae debts 

or claims, to Biake Pesrmin Alina, 2, The Forbury, Reading, Brain & Brain, 
Recding, solors to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Covester Co-orzzarive Seir-Hetr Laxo Society, Liuirep, 2, Berry st, Hill Fields, 
Covent:y, Warwick. Jan % 
am or Urzer nagem’ son Onaxou{IxeritcTion, Hand and Heart, Market st, Hindley, 
seamen 1G8T amen nom 2 Society, Swan Hotel, New LW. 
Metronv Dureicr ov Tue Oxnxr ov Uxirno Bis runs, Sorvoiw Usiry, Faienpiy Society, 
ye , Suffolk. Jan4 
Wee D aes veeTuent asv Loax Society, What Cheer Inn, Alston st, Birmingham, 
jan 


London Gazette. —Tousvay, Jan. 15 
JOINT BSTOCK COMPANIES. 
Lauren 1s Onancenr. 


Baaziias Inrorress, Lint tep—Creditors - soastion’, on or before Feb 25, to send a 
names and addremes, and the particulars of their debts or clairas, to John F. Lov 
en a Cae, & Co, 17, Throgmorton avenue, solors to liqui- 


Caareae Masvractvxixe Co, Lausrep —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 26, to 
send their 4 adressen, and the particular, 


Bames ab aot theic debts or claims, ty Harry 
Hops Evans, 62, King st, 
Gaove Lazo Breowate, Lamrepe Cention are req on or before Feb 26, to send 
thels names and sAdreewes, 20d the particulars of their or claims, to Louis Oharies 





faetastor 61 and 62, Chancery lane. Barrell & Co, 61@and 62, Chancery lane, solors for 

Hearvs, , ae —Petn for winding up, presented Jan 7, directed to be heard on Jan 23, 
Braby & Macdonald, Dacre House, Arundel st, Strand, solors for petner. Notice of 
appearing must "sae the above-named not later than’6 o'cleck in the afternoon of 

an 2 

Kiax & Co, Lunrep —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 26, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to to Walter Fred H Harris, 
Parliament st, Ki upon Hull. Wilson & Sons, Hull, solors for liquidator 

Lonpon anp Guiope Finance Corporation, Limirev—Petn for winding up, presented 
Jan 14, directed to be heard on Jan 23. Burn & Berridge, 11, Old Broad st, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Jan 22 

Norru-Easternx Counties Emproyers’ Liapimity Insurance Co, Limirep—Creditors are 

required, ou or before Feb 26, to send their pames and addresses, and the particulars of 

their debts or claims, to Francis McBain, Royal Exchange, Middlesbroug h 

TayLor, WINTERBOTTOM, & Co ges pe oe are required, on or before Feb 28, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Jackson, 71, King st, Manchester. Denison, Leeds, solor to liquidator 

West THURROCK LIGHTERAGE Co, ge pene are required, on or before Feb 8, 
to send their names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Oliver L. Klis and W. F. Mapleston, 3, Lothbury. Ellis, Basinghall st, solor 

Wesrery Raitway or Santa FS, Liairep (un Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Feb 18, to send their names address2s, and the particulars of their ace oe or 
claims, to Essex Edgeworth Reade and George Alexander Touch 

Wii. Scurnam & Sons, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, so send 
their ames ani addresses, and the particulars of taeir debts or ciaims. to Frederick 
Holliday, Greek st chmbrs, Park row, Leeds. Glover, Liverpool, and Farr, Leeds, 
solors to ‘the liqaidators 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIE3 DISSOLVED. 

Bup or Hore Senate, Romans F. Socirery, Yerrace Inn, Kilnhurst, nr Rotherham, 
York. Jang 

Fixcutey Liseeat Cvs, 11 and 12, Seymour ter, High st. North Finchley. Jan 8 

Harsoroven Macna Frienpiy Society, Parish Room, Harborough Magna, Warwick. 
Jan4 

Inxiey Co-operative Society, Limrep, 24, Leeds rd, Ikley. York. Jan9 

OnigivaL Graxyp Ogsper ToraL ApsTINeNT SisrTers or THE Paasix Frienpiy Sociery, 
Lockhart’s, Oid st. Jan 9 s 

Woarkmay’s Vore Civs anv Institute, I, Milton villas, Carnarvon rd, Woodford, Essex. 
Jan 8 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cuaim. 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Jan. 8 
Actawp, Sir Henry Wentwoarrs, Bart, Oxford Feb 6 Morsell & Son, Ozford 
Apams, Roser, North Petherton, Somersets, Farmsr Jaa3l Brice, Bridgewater 
ARMEST, Wititam James, Poplar Feb5 Hulbart & Co, Broad st bldgs. Liverp ol st 
AxgMsTRONG, Ex1zaBerH, Broomhill Colliery, Nosthumberiand Feb 16 Webb, M orpeth 
BalLex, ae Hamuosp Rosertson, Gt Wariey, Essex Feb28 EF & AH Lan don, New 
st 
Bas.ow, ‘Harry, Manchester, Licensed Victualler Feb15 Lawson & Co, Manchester 
Bay iss, Jouy, Ryde, lof W Feb9 Harries & Co, Nich las In 
Brnxens, Hesny, North Audley st, Grosvenor sq Feb 2) Sanderson, & Co, Queen 
ictoria 
Bontrevu, Exvizasetu, Falhamrd Feb14 Todd & Co, Chancery In 
Bures, Resecca, Cheltenham Jan 30 Wiaterbothams & eoua, Cheltenham 
ae nee ee Tuomas Henry, Kiogaton Vale, Surrey Feb14 Wing & Eade, 
Tay 
Coan, oan Denbigh st, Pimlico Feb4 Coad, jun, Salcombe, 8 Devon 
Cosway, Georce, Dewsbury, York, Mili Manager Feb 26 Chad wick & Sons, Dewsbury 
Cox, Jous Camp BELL, Brockly, ur Bristol March 25 Barry & Harris, Bristol 
Downs, Isaac, Heaton Norris, Lancs, Blacksmith Jan 31 Potts, Stockport 
Eaton, Joun " SLATTER, Bishop’s Stortford, Herts Feb 16 Baker & Thorneycroft, 
Bizhop’s Stortford 
Exuisox, Matruew, Bisho ie Serene, York, Surveyor hed 28 Wake & Sons, Sheffield 
Everitt, Wit.iam, Sheffi Feb1 Bimpson & Sons, Sheffield 
F.ioat, Joun Cuanies, Maldon, Essex reh 11 Criak & & Fre2main, Maldon, Essex 
Freemax, Miss Many, Chislehurst, Kent Feb 19 Baker & Co, Union ct. Oid Broad st 
Homes, ‘Su rotirre, Keighley, York, Weaver Jan16 Lister & Turner, Keighley 
ae, on Ruopss, 8322, Dadiey, Worcester, Licensed Victualler Feb 6 "Ww ari, 
udle 
Layton, eex Wuite, Eaton ter Feb 20 Davidson & Morriss, Queen Victoria st 
Lemainc, Hargier susan, 8t Mary's tar, Paddiagt»n Feb 10 Voysey, Bedford ro w 
Lennon, Rev James. St Anne’s on the Sea Feb 19 Crofcon & Co, Manchester 
Luoyp, Isa1au, Lia y, » Farmer March 1 Vaughan, Builth, Brecons 
Mc dowas, Bait poet, Cirencester Feb 23 Tozer & Co. Teignmouth 
Merepits, Evizapern, Dudley, Worcester Feb5 Ward, Dudley 
Mogre.1, "Guonae, Harcogat:, York, Leather Factor March 1 Addyman & Evans, 


Otpgam, Ann, Rochdale Feb 5 Molesworth, Rochdale 

PASsLaENT! en en Evizaveta Exrves, 8t Leoaards on Sea Feb 23 Farrer & Co, 
Lincolo’s ina fields 

Peacock, Tuomas, Warwick Feb 10 Sayle & Co, Qusen Victoria st 

Pog, baw Watson Buiter Van MNorrey, Midsaaeai, Bicks Fio3 Murkby &C», 


man st 
Rocens, Jouxs Hexzy, Pokesdown, Bournemouth Feb 16 Gard . on, Basinghall st 
Byvayp, Wittiam, Sheffield Marchi Porrett & Fawoett, Sheffield 
Sannens, Sunes, Great Missenden, Bucks, Tailor Feb 9 Clare & Soa, High Wycome, 
acks 
Ssxap, Feaaxces Mania, Villa st, Walworth Feb18 Widiams, Sherborne In 
Tivevry, Reorwato Geonos Cuances, South Alkham, or Dover Febd5 Holdsworth & 
Payne, Old serjeant’s va Chancery In 
Wavswortn, Evizasetu, Golgotha, Lancs "Feb 4 _ Swainson & Co, Lancaster 
W aps worth, Mary, Golgotha, Lancs Feb 4 8 Co, I 
Warors, Sanan, Leamiagton Feb8 Twist & Sons, Coventry 
Wisstoxg, WALTER Pucxmoss, Cheltenham Feb 15 Winterbothiums & Garneyz, 


Woop, Witt1am Henny, Birmingham, Pawobroker Feb 18 Rowlands & Co, Birm'nghsm 
Woovuams, Witiiam, Rochester, Kent Febil Basset & Boucher, Roch sater 
Wrearsat., Marruzw, Buskingham st, Strand Feb14 Mexworthy & Co, Cheapside 








Wuy Pay Rent ?—A Mortgage Policy is offerad by the Scorris# 
Temrenance Live Orvice over approved House Property, repayable by 
half yearly instalments, which may be less than the rent. A great feature 
is that in event of death, the house becomes entirely free for the family. 
Mortgage expenses borne by the Company. Full prospectuses, etc., at 
London Office, 96, Queen-street, Oheapside.—[ Apvr. p 


Fon Tuuoat Inurtation ann Coven ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes” 
always prove effective. ‘They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the ‘throat, Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 74d, and 1s. 14d, James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homo- 


| pathic Chemists, London.—{ Avvr.] 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Jan, 11. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 


Beoxtry, Een. ry ie om Poultry Dealer 
Manchester Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 

Bea.ine, ALBERT HENRY. St Denys, aidan, Boot- 
maker ——_ Pet Sen? Ord Jan 7 

BgITTON, Gusense OSEPH, Sed +} Norfolk, Grocer | 
Kin 


g’sLynn Pet Jan8 
CapzuixG, Tom, Deal, Kent, oun Lewes Ord Jan 4 


ERMAN, Reading, Market Gardener 
Oe ending * pedan 8 Ord Jane” 


Cocunann, | SWauren Be Woking, Surrey Guildford : 
CotLyER, GrorcE ALEXANDER, Old Jewry chmbrs, Solicitor | 
Court Pet 


geees ss : 
Dattox, CHARLES warp, Long nington, 
“farmer Nottingham Bet Dec 24 Ord Jan 8 
Dyer, ArTHuR Epwarp. Gt Malvern, Worcester, Auc- 
tioneer Worcester Pet Dec 10. “Ord Jan 6 
Canam, ate jum, Agent Waadeworth Pet 
an 


ae Harry, sotieg, York, Bootmaker Dewsbury 
Pet Jans Ord Jan 

GotpeN., CHARLES, Bradford, Gunmaker Bradford Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jan9 


GoroBED, Frayk, + meee Bootmaker Poole Pet 


Jan8 Ord Jan 
Hat, Jonx, Sout, Shipbroker Gloucester Pet 
Jan7 Ord Jan7 


Bancocms, Evan, Wolverhampton, + ore Dealer Wol- 
pton Pet Jan 8 Ord Jan 
Hamar, cm Sew Surrey, i Guildford Pet 
Jan 9 
Sean, SS Deptford, Builder Greenwich Pet Oct 16 


Hozsox, Tuomas, Fafa, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Fet Jan8 Ord Jan 

Hitt, Louis ALBERt, | SamvEv Rope 3 kee Acton, 
Bakess Brentford PetJan65 Ord J 

oorye. Amos, Colne, Lancs, Fish Dealer heater Pet 
Jan7 Ord Jan7 

Toums, 3 wanes Newport, Mon, General Dealer Newport, 

et Jan7 Ord Jan7 
Jom Tuouas, Po eg Jl Baptist Minister Pontypridd 


JoxEs, FREDERICK , ETon, Meodete, House 
Manchester Pet Jen9 Ord Jan 
Kren, Ricuarp James, Truro, Coachbuilder ne Pet 
Jan8 Ord Jan8 
Lanorietp, BE, Shepherd’s Bush High Court Pet Dec 14 
Ord Jan 9 


Lawrorp & Lawrence, Rutland yard, Albert gate, Job- 
masters h Court ll Ord Jan 
Levin, Moses, Liverpool, Clothii Liverpool Pet Jan 9 
Ord Jan 9 
Save ogy Bury, Assurance Agent Bolton Pet 
an 
agers, Witu1aM Seance, Watford, Chemist St Albans 


Jan5 Ord Jan6 

Rev, Grorce Hupson, re rd, Hardware Dealer 
High Court Pet Jan 5 d Jan 8 

Rryno.ps, J. Finchley rd, Builcer High Ccurt Pet Nov 
30 Ord Jang 

Sxaw, ow. 2 Blackburn, Butcher Blackburn Pet Jan 
8 


Siumonps, ye Upper Yentnee, I of W, Butcher 
Newport Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 

Brrinc, James CuNNINGHAM, ‘threed, Victualler 
Liverpool Pet Dec17 Ord Jan7 

Tarrant Watrer, and Henry Csariron Buceworrs, 
Ludgate hill, 1 mets Agents High Court Pet 
Jan7 Ord Jan 7 

Tayton, Ropert, apd Vincent Cxarues Ranro! 
— r, Wood Turners Coventry Pet Jan 8 0; 


“Bod Joszrx Enoon, Queen Victoria st, Stationer 

High Gourt Pet Jan7 Ord Jan? 

Trotre, Jeune, Leigh, Lancs, Plasterer Bolton Pet 
Jan 

Tucker, Tromas 4 Forest Hill, Kent, Laundryman 
Greenwich Pet Decl9 Ord Jan 8 

TorrxeLt, Bexsamix, Luton, Bedford, Clerk Luton Pet 


Jan9 Ord Jan9 

Wayuayx, Jzssx, Barrow in Furness, Regine Driver 
Barrow in Furness Pet Jan 7 “Ord Jan 

Wenesvry, Joun Bpwin, pemtaghem, Coal Dealer Bir- 

m PetJan?7 Ord J 

Wicxs, Davin, Litdehampton, I Butcher Brighton Pet 
Jan7 Ord Jan? 

Wirxinsoxn, Wituiam Howanrp, Ipswich, Milk Salesman 
Ipswich Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 

Wyss, Tuomas Fraxcis, East iisley, Berks Oxford Pet 
Jan? Ord Jan7 


eee wy substituted for that pneant 
the London Gazette of Jan 4 


me, Aron pte Maurice Rosa, and i Riper 
» Merchants Manchester PetNov29 O:d 
Dec 20 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
4mxrxs, Wittiam Hewny, _ ham Jan 18 at 11.30 
Off Reo, 4, Castle Par wie ottingham 


IN, Davin, ne oun ay Bey Newcastle on Tyre, 
one on 18 at 12 Of Rec, 80, Musley st, New. 


Pee cris Henny, &t Denys, Sow Boot- 
at 3 Off Reo, 172, at, 


= Grorat, Ling J Norfolk, Watchmaker Feb 
Tatil Court "s Lynn 
Jaurs Prrseneaue “Beaforth, Lance Jan 28 at 12 


Off Rec, 35, iy 
Brows, JAMES, Narborough, § olk, Parmer Jan 19 ati 
On arwich 


Reo, 8, King st, 


Davigs, Davin, China Dealer Jan 
1at2 1365, 


High st, Ty 

Davies, Wituiam phar 2), Carnarvons, Builder 

Jan 18 at 11.30 judno Junction 

Deans, Roperr. sine. > Butcher Jan 21 at 
3 Off Rec, 34, ie 2 ee 

Fowarps. Jouw Russe11, ey: Suffolk, Farmer 
Jan 22 st2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, 

Fizpier, James LEopotp, 
Accountant Jan 18 at $0) 


Hicks, Wiiusam Henry, Farmer Jan 
18 at 11 Tamlyn. 

Hitz, Lovis Ausgrt, and Samui ‘o—, ag Acton, 
Bakers Jan 21 at 12 =~ a brs, Tempie av 

Bos Sea pt ~ , 
8 emple < av 

Joxzs Wit11AmM Epwarp, Enfield. Butcher Jan 21 at 3 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Teme av 

LittLewoop, Jonx THomas, York, C.mmercial 
Tra Jan 18 at 11 Mi” 19 Joho Williaa liam st, Hudders- 


field 
McCu.itocn, Tuomas Froyp, Beeston, Notts, Builder 
Jan 18 at 12 Off Ree, 4, Castie pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Maxzco. _— Gasfitter Jan 18 


st, 
at 2 30 aes | bidgs, Carey st 
Mases Manoau, wy A Agent Jan 23 at 
1 Of Ree, st, Bolton 
ws Witiiam, Mills, Norfolk, Miller 


Jan 19at12 Off King st, Norwich 
. Berthamatods Herts. Timber Merchant 





Pater, JoserH GLENNY, ys Traveller Jan 18 at 
1130 24, Railway 

PowELL, Josern, Leeds, gts at 11 Off Rec, 
22, row, Leeds 

fiteTr Nexsox, Norwich. Jobmaster Jan 19 at 11.30 
Off Ree, 8, Kiog st, Norwich 

TxornTox, Josera Enocu, Queen Victoria st, Stationer 


Jen 18 at 12 Carey st 
Torre, Joseru. Leigh, Plasterer Jan 22 at 11 
Off Bec, Exchange st, Bolton 
Vere Jzsst, Barrow in Furness, Engine Driver Jan 
8 at 1130 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
Waite. esse, Wallsend, Boot Dealer Jan 18 at 11.30 
Off 30 Mosley at, Newcastle on Tyne 


WIitkissoy, WILLIAM ee Ioswich, Milk Saleeman 
dan 22 at 230 Off Ree, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bass, Sum, aan, Grocer Birmingham Pet 


oe ., Ferpixanp Tuorp, Old Broad st, Company Pro- 
moter Court Pet July 30 Ord Jans 
Becker, Eien, eaten, Dealer Manchester 
B ancy eg Norfolk, Grocer 
RITTON, CHARLES JOSEPH, 
King’s Lynn Pet Jan 8 Of nes 
Brown, Joun Hatpane, Old Broad st High Court Pet 
B noe Jom 2 pirmingh Tea Merchant Birmio 
UBROWS, JAMES, am, Tea 
ham Pet Oct 80 Ord Jaa9 wif 
CuesTERMAN, CHARLES patie, Market Gardener Reading 
Cc a gy Sey Woking, Surrey Guildf.rd 
‘OCHRANE, WALTER Basr, Woking, 
Pet Dec18 Ord Jan8., 
Davis, Ametia Exma, ,,Southeos, ‘Han ta, Lodging house 
D. Ke Ww Ow = te: SH = 
AVI ILLIAM 
Builder Bangor Pet 3 Ord Jan? 
Gover, Barry, Fm | York, Boot Maker Dewsbury 
-. Pet Jan8 
Gotpen. Cxartes, Bradford, Gunomaker Bradford Pet 
Jan9 Ord Jan 9 
Gorossp, Faaxk, Bournemouth, Bootmaker Poole Pet 
an8 Ord Jan8 
, Shipbroker Gloucester Pet Jan 
Hancocss, Evax, Wolverham General Dealer 
Wolverhampton Pet JanS Ord Jan8 
Bomgen, 24 ype kipley, Surrey, Butcher Guildford Pet 
an9 
Manmest, — “Cleckheaton, Yorks, Iron Broker Brad- 
Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 8 
we... Tuomas, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Jans Ord Jan 
Boras, oe Lancs, Fish Dealer Burnley Pet 


Hunter. Cuaaces Ausert, Twickenham h Court 
Ord Jan 9 a 


Pet Nov 16 

James, Tuomas, Ne Mon, Genera! Dealer Newport, 
Mon Pet Jan7 d Jan? 

Jengm, Kenran Lantigute 1 High Court Pet Aug 7 


Joxss, Freperick Wittiam Exrox, Manchester, 
ae A Re 
‘ON HOMAS, » 

Pet Jan8 Ord Jan 8 rence 

Kerry, Ricuarp James, Truro, Coachbuilder Truro Pet 
Jan8 Ord Jan 8 

Laviy, Mosrs, Liverpool, Clothier Liverpool Pet Jan 9 
Ord Jan 9 


Maxwens, Sey Bury, Assurance Agent Bolton Pet > 


- Pet Nov 17 Gui cen S 
ewan, Henry Fieip, Shrewsbury, Salon. Licensed | 
Victualler Shrewsbury Pet Decl3 Ord Jan 8 


Reip. James, Confectioner 
Pet Deo 8 Jan —_ eneeame 





Banners, Witiiam Grove, 
Birmingham Pet Jan 3 O:d Jan? 





Birmingham, G@reengrocer ' Brcxusy 
290 


Gnom, Puowsn, Minetiuan, Betcha Blackburn Pet Jan8 

Sumnenns, Sones, Uouee Ventaee tof W, Butcher New- 
port PetJan8& Ord Jan 

Pols Genatate Sout Leeds 


8 . James CUNNINGHAM, Victualler Liver- 
rma Jean oes 


Taxon Epuunp, Upper Tooting, Undertaker Wands- 
oo my) Ord Jan 7 
wasp Hopxis, Abersychan, Mon, Innkeeper 
Newport, Mon Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 8 
baa ¢ Joseru, Leigh, Plasterer Bolton Pet Jan 8 


Coe, ee See in Furness, Engine Driver 
es Junx BEpwis, Birmingham, Coal Dealer 


Pet Jan 7 Ord Jan 7 
Wesunr Bosurt Guewn, Islington, Organist High Court 


"| Ord gas 

Warts, J Sheen, Surrey, Builder Wandsworth 
Pet Sept 28 Ord Jan 8 

Wicks, Davin, Sussex, Butcher Brighton 
Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 


Witxrsos, Witt1am Howarp, Ipswich, Milk Saleeman 
Ipswich Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 7 
London Gazette.—Tunspay, Jan. 15. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 
«, Stockport, Cheshire, Hawker Stockport 


Buaxe, Grorcs. Bedminster, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet 
Jan 10 —'. 


Brazenoz, Harry Stockport. Cheshire, Tazidermist 
Pes Jan ii pte Ly 
a ee, ae Stockport Pet Jan 


CoaTEs. te del Fraxcis, Shanklin, I of W, Con- 
fectioner Newport Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 11 
CornweE.t, ALFRED Josers, Crondall, 
Quildfora Pet Jan 11” 11 Ord Jan 11 
Great Yarmouth Pet 


a som, East Peckham Maidstone Pet Jan 10 Ord 


Dos Reon and Grorcz Botrox Doz, Watford, Iron- 
mop Albans Pet Dec18 Ord Jan 11 


Doxsons, “Bowaxo, Lewisham Greenwich Pet Dec 8 


Freevayp WALTER, Butcher High Court 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 


Gover, Bicnarp Pickzaisc, and Josers Woopnaut, 
West Painters Sunderland Pet 


Jan Ww 
Ord Jan 10 
Gresty, Witt1am, Bedford st, Crewe, Refreshment 
cous Naatewich Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 
Haicu, H: nace. Hemsworth, Yorks, Builder W; 
Pet Jan 1z on le 


EaveR, East 
Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan '1 


Jan? Ord Jan 
Hearrig.p, Joux, Smith York Pet 
Jan10 Ord Jan 
Kyort, Axprew  Reormao, Musical 
Jan 7 Ord 
Jan7 
Laweence, Jouny, yy Kent, Builder Greenwich 
Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 


Rartey, Heyer, Grocer Kingston, Surrey 
Pet Dec2? Ord Jan 11 
% Tobacconist Preston Pet 
Dee 17 Ord Jan li 
Gemarx Kent, Builder Cropdca 


at , Sah Bale 


Sravrggas, Axyprew, aod Mancarer Sracracas, New- 
—_ pig y Drapers Newoeasileon Tyne Pet Jan 
‘an 


Waorox, Witnrax Pm Oldham, Hants, Farmer 
. Wiechester Pet Jan 11 “Ont Jen ti Jan li 
Weica, Wri 


Sye Wun, Newton Blisland, 
Traro Pet Jan 11 Ord Jaa tt 


Charmouth, Dorset, 
Pet Jan 11 Ord Jaa ll 
big Py RR. 
jaa 
Oldham, Cycle Factor Oldham 
Faspsricxk Twowas, Maidstone, 
eeper Maidstone Pet Jan it Ord Jaa 11 
Amended notice substituted for 1 * crates 
of Jan 


the London Gazette 
Gorpre, Witttam Surrs, : Victualler 


Stockton on Tees Pet Jan 3 
RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Mutts Marrnsw ww Bicuann, Southsea, Hants Portamouth | | Care dnd Ost 8 B, Wokingham, Berks High Court 


Resco Dec 31 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asoay, Josxru, Stockton on Tees, Fruiterer Jan 2 at 3 


or S Albert a 
, . . Dealer bal 
Off Reo, Byrom st, Manchester ws. 
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ae pa Bedmiaster, Bristol, Baker Jan23ati?:30 | Knorr, Anprew Recixatp, Birminghaw, Musical 
Baldwin Dealer Birmingham Pet Jan 7 Ord 


Bristol 

Bacawson, ' Heasert <<. Cosby, Leicester, Carrier 
Jan 22 at 12.30 Off Reo, 1. Leicester 

CAgntwricat, James Henry, Wi ‘orcester, Carter 
Jan 22at1130 Off Res, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Cottyrr, Grorce ALEXANDER, Old re 
Jan22at11 Sankruptcy bidgs, Carey 

Day, Jonny, Bast Peckham, nr Tonbrid 
King st, Maidstone 

Dor, Epwarp, — H yg 4 sg oe S aad 
mongers a 

Doveias-WILLaAN, } en a. Brntel Jan 28 at 
12.15 Off Kee, B 

Dyzn, Arraur Epwanrp, Great Malvern, Auctioneer Jan 


—_. Butcher 
Fusse.., Tuomas, 8t George, B Butcher Jan 28 at 
Goat 3 ee ton Bootmaker Jan 24 at 3 
ARRY ‘an 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Go.pex, CuaRLEs, Bradford. Gonmaker Jan 22at12 Off 
Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Goxpiz, Witias Suire, oe Licensed Victualler 
Jan 22 at 11 North Eastern Hotel, Darlingtun 
Harvie, Jaues, Dawlish, Devon, Farmer Jan 24 at310,30 
Or 13. Bedford cir, Exeter 
leckheaton. Iron Broker Jan 23at 11.39 


— 
Jzsyxincs, Tuomas, Waltham, nor Grimsby, Mark 
Garcener Jan 22 at il be Ree” on Obes oO 


Grimsby 

Keen, Hicnarp James, Truro, Coachbuilder Jan 24 at 12 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Laxe, ALBERT STILL, ip Coneten, Grocer Jan 24 at 11.30 


24, Railway app, Lon 
Lawrorp & pepe g Seutland 7a, Albert Sue, Job- 
masters Jan Bankruptcy wae, Cony of 
Levis, eee Liv. Clothier Jan 23 at Rec, 


35, st, 
Lewis, rg oe Nantyglo, Mon, Collier Jan 22at12 135, 
High ot, Mertnyr {yaa 


one. Howser Onpors, Chesham, oy ed Jan 
23 at 11. way & 
Witiam Gerawp, TW eiblcdes Jom Jan = ati2 24, 


y app, London Bridge 
MvccenipcE, Sipser, Clapham Park rd, Architect Jan 22 
at11.30 24, Railway app, 
Panxer, AxtHoxy Epwaxp, Horsell, Surrey. Farmer Jan 
23 at 1230 24, Railway app, 


Paris, Wiiviam, 
Gent Jan 23 at 1230 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 


oo, Wittram, * Sem Cornwall, Farmer Jan 24 at 
Brovennnc ARTHUR —_ md Portland, Civil -acaneaal 


Jan 22 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Sreatrox, ALYRED Frawkx, General Dealer 


Jan 23 at1t 174, Corpuration st, Birmingham 
Taycor, Roser, ani Vincest Cuantzs Banrorp, 

Coventry. Wood Jan 22 at 12 Off Rec, 
17, Hertford st, Coventry 


Tyaesuck, Wittts™ Hezsert, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat 
———— Jan 23 at 12 Off He», Bridge st, 


Wicxa, Davin, Littlebampton, Butcher Jan 23 at 3 
Chichester 
Wixixsox, Toomas, = Cycle Factor Jan 29 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Bank Queen st, Oldham 


Wriiasms, Hereert, Ooms well, Flint. Cycle Dealer 
Jan 22 at 12 © chmbrs. — 7m, Chester 


Waicut, Fezpreicx Tuomas, 
Beerhouse Keeger Jan 80 at 10. 9, King st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Barmats. Davin, and Jous Batuarx, Newcastle on Tyne, 

Builders Newcastleon Tyne Pet Dec 1s Ord Jan7 

ene Stockport Stockport Pet Jani10 Ord 

an 

Beaumc, Ateert Heway, Southampton, Bootmaker 

PetJan7 Ord Jan 10 

om, —— , Baker Bristol Pet Jan 10 

ae Hazzy, Stockport, Taxidermist Stockport 

Pet Jan 11 os Jan ll 

oom, Tuomas, 8 Stockport Pet Janii Ord 

Jan ill 


Coates,- Feeperice Teen 1s, Shanklin, I of W, Con- 
fi Sewport Pet Jon il Ord Jaa ll 

Cvnaiz, Jous Lacon, Kirkley, Lowestoft Great Yarmouth 
Pet Jan i2 Urd Jan 12 

Pasetaxp, Wattze (Cucates, Hammersmith, Butcher 

Vourt Pet Jan 10 Ord Jen Ww 

Gaxact, Tuonas, Blackburn, Auctioneer Blackburn Pet 
Dees Ura Jan 10 

Giover, Ricnsmp Piuceezisc, and Jossru Woopna.t, 

‘est Gactlepool, Painters Sunderland 


Pet Jan 10 
Ora Jan 10 
Geay, Fuaxcis Jovura, ieeiem, Surrey, Butcher 
Guilfad Pt Ot 27 Ord Jan li 


Haiou, Honacr, Hem worn, Yorks, Builder Wakefield 


Lawrence, i. Catford, Builder Greenwich Pet Jan 
Mittzr, Hewry y Oe 
Traveller Kingston, 


ge Fan 90 at 11 9, | Mr.warp, Josep, Newton Heath, Manchester, Brick- 


Jan 10 

10 Ord Jan 

Samer Pet Jan li’ Ord Jan it 
maker Manchester Pet Nov 27 ey ret 
Morrich } ame 2 Lewix, Regent st, Surgeon Dentist 


Pet Nov 9 Onl Tan Jan 10 
ag my a Buraley, Labourer Burn'ey Pet Jan 12 


Peart, Mavrice Henry, U; Edmonton, Auctioneer 
Fdmonton Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 

Reip. Gzornce Hupsox, Edgware “4. _teetaem Dealer 
High Court Pet Jen 5 Jan 1 

Reyno.tps, Janez. Fine Builder h Court Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Jan 12 aie, ‘i 

a po. Wednesbury, Staffs Walsall Pet Nov 20 


Syett, Writiam, Newton Bli-Jand, Cornwall, Farmer 

Truro Pet Jani1 Ord Jan 11 

Srery, Henry Leo Liverpool, Cigar Importer Liverpool 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Jan 10 

Srrarroy. Atyrgep Frank. Handsworth, General Dealer 

Birmingban Pet Decll Ord Jan 11 

Taytoz, Rosert, and Vincenr Cuarvzs Ranrorp. 

<i Wood Turners Coventry Pet Jan 3 Ord 

an 

Tuorxton. Joszrpn Exocn, Queen Victoria st, Stationer 

High Court Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 10 

Tucker, Tomas ®, Forest Will, on. Laundryman 

Greenwich Pet D-c19 Ord Jan 1 

Tyresvck, WitLiAM Wexserr. Luton Redford, Straw Hat 
Man Luton PetJan6 Ord Jan 10 

Wetce, Wituram Enpvyest. Marshwood. Dorset, Farm 
Labourer Dorchester Pet Janit Ord Jan il 

Wuirzsroox, Wiiiiam Partrerson, Highgate, Photo- 
grapher High Court Ord Jan 10 

Witxisox, Taomas, Oldham, Cycle Factor Oldham Pet 

Jan8& Ord Jan8 iy 


Wricnut. Fespesick Tuomas, Sandling, nr Maidstone, 
Beerhouse Keeper Maidstone Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 11 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 8: 


Gotpre Wii.1am Surrs, Darlington. Licensed Victualler 
Stockton on Tees Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 


PERIODICAL SALEBs, 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 

. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
PERIONICAL GALES of momendretacsiaie.. 
REVEBSIO: Absolute and Con‘ t), 
LIFE at and a 
Shares and Debentures, 

Kindred interest, Debts and Bonds, and 

evanheuk te mot Mey MART, pvt Phono d nc 














The appointmen te fixed for 1901 are as follows :— 
, Feb 7. July 18, 
Feb. 21. ron 1 
March 7. . 15, 
March 21. 5. 
April 4 . 19, 
April 18. 8. 
ay 2 Oct. 17. 
, May 16. Nov. 7. 
June 6 , Nov. 21. 
, June 20, Dee. 5. 
July 4 , Dec. te. 
Offices, 6, Poultry, London. E.C. Fosrnene pe. 999 Bank 
Telegrams: “ Invariably,’”’ London. 





PERIODICAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 
ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 

TIONS Sethe held at the MART Tokenbores ord. oe 

the FIRST and and THIRD WEDNESDAYS in every month 


The dates 


for the year 1901 are :— 


TRPESE EE 
BeEAS 


ee 


a4 
aa 


a 








Jentats, Seep, 408 Teestess having, Propertios fo 

Auctioneer, os at —- . Poultry Innd ae 
u ‘o' 4 jon, 

Telephone No. 999 Bank. Telegrams: ‘ Invariably,” 


on. 








All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE {N ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxntcrrons’ JOURNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half lan calf, 5s. 6d. 








MORTGAGES 
ON MANSIONS AND FLATS. 


a Hy 4 waiting Investment, also on Freehold and 
Freehold eran Wanted. ot Far placed in 
direct communication with clients. 
GIBSON’S AUCTION AND ESTATE OFFICE, 
22, Kive-ornzst, &. Jauzs’, Lonvon, 8.W. (Telephone 
6527 ; Hunrvospsuize Orricus, St. ALBans 
(Telephone 0. 4); and Haurespex. 





HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDOH, B.C. 
Established 1907, 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SUBVEYORS 


HETWYND, LLOYD, and DEANE 
Have the LARGEST and BEST SELECTION of 


HOUSES, FLATS, SHOPS, Premises, 
Land, Investments, Ground. ronan, Ca to be Ler orga 
4YFAIR BLOOMSBURY 

BELGRAVIA BAYSWATER 

KENSINGTON REGENT’S PARK 

HYDE PARK HAMPSTEAD, &c. 
Call. or write, , to 


or ing requirements, t 
HETWYND, LLOYD, and DEANE, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, &c., 
9, SouTHAMPTON-STREET, | ree ag my W.C, 


8 Collected. Mortgages 4rranged. 

E a of Auntioneers’ Business Undertaken. 
Special ( 

MESSRS. STIMSON & SONS, 

Valuers, 


usive) Terms for Sales by Auction. 
Auctioneers, ae pe and 
Land, Estate " 
8 MOORGATE "STREET, eae E.C., 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.B. 
A vorion SALES are held at the Mart, 
City, nearly every Thursday, 
and on other 


Saat ae eonaeien ae uire. 
STIMSON & SONS undertake and LETTINGS 


by PRIVATE TREATY, Valuations, pong ay 
Glatane, Bales by Aicction of es zi of Companion Collection 


wfeparsie Lies of of, Property, Ground ants fr Sle and 
s 





peg ts rg] issued on the ist 
each ean be “Ll ote en ol 


free by post for two stamps. Be charge or 





AUCTION SALES. 


M 28888. BIELD & SONS’ AUOTIONS 
take place MONTHLY, st the MART, and include 

every description of House Property. Printed terms cap 
So tnd 0 agutiention ob thatt @fions. Messrs. Field & 
Gens undertahe curveye of oil Mads, and give coeds! 





ESSRS. H. GROGAN & OO., 101, Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 
Honses which they have for Gale. Particulars on applice 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 








|, Cuauczs Crzaven, East Cowes, I of W, Ship 
t Pet Jom il Ord Jan 11 
HManvixe, Jauts, Devon, Farmer Exeter Pet 
—— t -4, 7 Shocing Smith York Pa 
ng bo “ord San 1 ~ ay E T Acton, 
ois AucEL Hazer + 
Pet Jen 6 Ord Jan 10 





Honssy, Loxvox.” 
46 AvEnus. : 








tr] 


TH 





